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/ 


TO 


Mr, E. S. Miller 


Mr. Ueveland. 
Mr. CoKsd_ 


FROM 


Mr, T. J. Smith 


■ity3 



5/13/73 

1-iir. 


v\X^^ 

^ ' Mr. Gebhardt 

^ ' Mr. Jetikliis. 




SUBJECT 


a.. 


SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED AT THE 
REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 




' 'Mr, Marshall_^ 

Ear d ley- Mr. Miller. E.Skf: 
1-Mr. Felt Mr.&yars- 

'V/a Iters Tele. Room_ 

Wanna 11 Mr-Baise. 


1-Mr. 

1-Mr. 

1-Mr. 


\ 


l~Mr. T.J.SmitJi^; 


Rames _ 
Bowers . 


Pursuant to instructions of the Acting Director, I 
met him at 11:00 AM on 5/12/73 in the office of Mr. Leonard 
Garment at room 128 of the Executive Office Building, V/e 
met Itir. Fred Buzhardt who took us to a room with a vault and 
turned over to us two sealed boxes which we determined to be 
official records of the FBI which had been in the protective 
custody of former Assistant to the Direct 
prior to his retirement in October, 1971 


Mif. Heringtor,. 
Mr, Conmy — 
Mr, Mmtz_ 


Mr. Eardley. 
Mrs, Hogan _ 



Mr, Buzhardt said that the record«''^d'tll<i'Be"-exami' 
and that a receipt describing them should be prepared and signed 
by^me before they were removed from the vault. I then proceeded 


to examine the records and make an inventory in the form of a 
receipt. Each box was inventoried separately and a copy of the 
receipt prepared by me is attached for information. 



I finished the inventory at about 2:30 PM and Mr. Garment 
then looked over the inventory receipt and I signed out of the 
vault with the two boxes of records at 2:45 PM. A Secret Service 
Agent who had remained in the vault area while the records were 
being inventoried drove me to the Federal Triangle Building where 
the Intelligence Division is located. The records are presently 
being maintained under secure conditions in your office. 


■t- n= c 

r 

I Qilia 


The two boxes contain the original logs of intercepts of^ 
the various electronic surveillances operated; the original, signed 
letters to the Attorney General, each signed by him, requesting 
{\authorization to install the electronic surveillances; Original 
Metters to President Nixon, Dr, Kissinger, Mr. Haldeman, and 
‘^Ehrlichraan reporting on the results of the electronic surveillances: 
» the FBI yellow file copies on the above-mentioned letters; copies 
^of lettei's to the Attorney General advising of discontinuances of 
the electronic surveillances; cover memoranda relating to letters 
to the Attorney General, The President, Dr, Kissinger, }&c, Haldeman, 
'jf.and Mr, Ehrlichman: miscellaneous other correspondence, incl uding 


(U) . informat ion, 

i^<>» Enclosures 
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"l^nd genera.l background 
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A preliminary analysis of the contents of the two boxes of 
material has been made, it being noted that an in-depth study of 
the material would probably require several weeks. The following 
is a summary of that analysis: 

It appears that the project of placing electronic surveillance 
a^^the request of the White House had its beginning in a telephone 
to Mr. J. Edgar Hoover on 5/9/69 from Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, 
National Security Adviser to the President. Dr. Kissinger advised 
of a story on the front page of the New York Times by William 
Beecher was extraordinarily damaging and used secret information. 

Dr. Kissinger asked Mr, Hoover, if he could make a major effort to 
. f^d'out where the information came from. Mr. Hoover agreed to see 
^"iThat could be done. 

• . 

Dr, Kissinger called later the same day and referred to two 
/ oth.er articles by Beecher within the previous ten days and that 
' the^ three stories may be tied together. Dr. Kissinger told Mr. 

Hoover this matter had top priority. 


Mr. Hoover subsequently called Dr, Kissinger and told him 
that it was the conclusion of contacts we had made that information 
for the tliree articles could have come and probably did from a 
staff member of the National Security Council. Mr. Hoover named 
(Morton) Halperin as a possible suspect, noting that he was then 


a staff member of the Nat ional Securit 
Dr. Kissinger the name of I 

in the Defense Departm 


Council. He also gave 
I Systems 
It. anct ap parently an 


_I in the Defense Department, and ap parenti 

associat e of Halpei’in, and said that Halperin and | 

and considered him a part of the Harvard clique. 


b6 

b7C 


Dr. Kissinger’s calls were then followed up by a visit 
by then Colonel Alexander M. Haig, of Dr. Kissinger’s staff, to 
the office of Mr. W.C. Sullivan. Colonel Haig made a request for 
electronic surveillance on four individuals and he said the request 
was being made on "the highest authority" and involved a matter of 
most grave and serious consequence to our national security. He 
also said that it was so sensitive that it demanded handling on 
a need-to-know basis with no record maintained. He said it would 
be desirable to have the matter handled without going to the 
Department. The request was referred by letter to the Attorney 
General dated 5/12/69, and the .Attorney General signed the approval. 
This request named Daniel Ira Davidson; Morton H. Halperin; Colonel 
Robert Pursley; and Helmut Sonnenfeldt. The letter contained no 
rationale other than that shown above. 







’ The records reveal that all of the special White House- 

requested electronic surveillance was discontinued on 2/10/71 and 
at that time nine were being operated. They are listed belov/ 
v/ith the dates on which approval was initially given by; the Attorney 
.-.General: 

Winston Lord - Approved 5/13/70 
'Kenry 'Kr-andon - Approved 5/29/69 
William Beecher - Approved 5/4/70 
Morton Ifelperin - Approved 5/12/69 
William Anthony Lake - Approved 5/13/70 
Ambassador Richard F. Pedersen - Approved 5/4/70 
Ambassador William H. Sullivan - Approved 10/19/70 
General Robert .E. Purs ley - Approved last 5/4/70 
^ ^ Helmut Sonnerifeldt - Approved last 10/19/70 

It is to be noted that of the above list, electronic 
surveillance had been installed and. then discontinued on then 
Colonel Robert E. Pursley and Helmut Sonnenfeldt. Pursley and 
Sonnenfeldt were included in the first authorized on 5/12/69. 

Pursley was discontinued 5/27/69 and reinstituted 5/4/70. Sonnenfeld 
was 'discontinued 6/20/69 and re-instituted 10/19/70. 


It is noted also that the surveillance on Halperin was 
the only one which continued from the inception to the end of the 
special project. Two newsmen were still being covered at the 
time of discontinuance, Henry Brandon and William Beecher. 


The following is a complete list by date order of all 
the individuals on whom electronic surveillance was placed at the 
request of the White House: 

Daniel Irs^avidson, National Security Council 5/12/69 - 

9/15/69 

Morton H.^Halperin, National Security Council 5/12/69 - 

2/10/71 

Col,Robert E.’^Pursley, Military Aide to 

Secretary Laird 5/12/69 - 5/27/69 

5/4/70 - 2/10/71 

Helmut^onnenfeldt, National Security Council 5/12/69 - 
• \>' 10/19/70 to 

' 2/10/71 

Richard Lee-Sneider, National Security Council 5/20/69 - 

6/20/69 










I J. ^ 
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Richard^li?Moose, National Secxirity Council ~ 

Henr:^^randon^ London Sunday Times 5/29/69 - 2/10/71 

rX 

Ifedrick L.^Smit^, New York Times 6/4/69 - 8/31/69 

John Patrick*^Sears, Ehrlichman’s Office 7/23/69 - 10/2/69 

William Li^^ire, White House staff 8/4/69 - 9/15/69 

Marvi CBS Correspondent 9/10/69 - 11/4/69 

Williai^Beecher, New York Times 5/4/70 - 2/10/71 

Ambassador Richard FXPederson, State Department 5/4/70 - 

,y V' 2/10/71 

Ambassador William H. Sullivan, State Department 5/4/70 - 

2/10/71 

Winston Lord, National Security Council 5/13/70 - 2/10/71 
William Anthony'^Lake, National Security Council 5/13/70 - 






Jamie W.^McLane, White House staff 12/14/70 


2/10/71 
1/27/71 


Examination of the original letters to the White House 
reporting on results of the various electronic surveillances 
maintained diiring the project reveals the following: 


There were 37 letters to Dr. Kissinger dating from 
5/13/69 to 5/11/70. There were 34 letters to the President ^ 
dating from 7/10/69 to 5/12/70. There were 52 letters to Mr. 
H.R. Haldeman dated from 7/10/69 to 2/10/71. Thei-e were 15 
letters to Mr. Ehrlichraan dating from 9/22/69 to 7/25/69,•'and 
these all related to John Patrick Sears, who was apparently 
an assistant legal counsel on Ehrlichman’s staff. In addition 
to electronic surveillance on Sears, the records reveal that 
the FBI also conducted a physical surveillance on Sears« 


In connection with the svurveillance of Sears, the records 
reveal that electronic and physical coverage was brought about 
when the Attorney General called and said that the President had 
ordered him to tell the Director he wanted a 24-hour surveillance 
and a tap on Sears, and that we should report the results of the 
surveillance and tap to Ehrlichman. In signing the written 
authorization on this wiretap, the Attorney General ^vrote in his 
own handwriting " Higher authority has requested that this be done 
immediately for use prior to Thursday." 


mm mm 












It is to be noted that in addition to the Sears coverage, 
the Attorney General also called and arranged for electronic 
surveillance of Marvin Kalb, CBS Correspondent. The Attorney 
General said that the President wanted immediate coverage on. 

He also instructed that results should go only to the Attorney 
General and H.R. Haldeman. Letters written went to Dr. 

Kissinger, however. In this case, as in all of the others, 
the Attorney General personally signed the written approval for 
the Kalb coverage. 

Most of the electronic surveillances were instituted at 
the request of then Colonel Alexander Haig, who said that the 
coverage was being requested on the highest au,thority. Memoranda 
initially stated that Haig stressed that it was a matter of 
most grave and serious consequence to our national security, 
and no other rationale v/as given. There appeared to be an 
understanding that the coverage in each instance was based on 
the original conversations Mr. Hoover had with Dr. Kissinger 
concerning the serious and damaging leaks of information to 
^the news media. 

On occasion some specific rationale was given by Haig. 

In connection with the coverage of William Beecher, the New 
York Times correspondent, the rationale given was related to 
a serious leak concerning U, S. involvement in Cambodia. Haig 
said in this instance that the President had called him regarding 
a serious security violation involving a leak by William Beecher 
concerning the Cambodian situation. Haig said that this leak 
had been nailed down to ” a couple'of people and he requested 
coverage on Beecher, General Robert E. Pursley, Ambassadors 
Richard E, Pedersen and William H. Sullivan. He also requested 
coverage on both residence and office of each, the first time 
the office was covered. 

With reference to the coverage on William L. Safire, 
the rationale used by Cojlonel Ifeii^ was that the coverage on 
Henry Brandon revealed that Brandon and Safire were friends 
and that Safire told Brandon what would be in a speech by 
the President. 

In another instance the cover memorandum to the letter 
requesting Attorney General approval on the Hedrick L. Smith 
coverage, said that Dr. Kissinger requested the coverage because 
Smith had been in contact with individuals on whom we had 
electronic surveillance coverage in the case. 





t * 




The request to re-institute coverage on Helmut Sonnenfeldt 
in October, 1970 after it had been discontinued, was made to 
Mr. Hoover by H. R. Haldeman. Rationale given by Ifeldeman was 

vague; that they had some cnnnf>-rn nhmit. F;nnnf»nf«:>1rft__ 

through some other coyer age,.. . 

somebiie talked to an individuax on rhe waxionar aecurixy ystmcix-' 
and Haldeman implied that this may have been Sonnenfeldtj 

The records contain hundreds of pages- of logs of b3 

transcripts of intercepts over the period the project was in 
operation. Complete review of all these logs v/ould require 
an enormous amount of time. However, a preliminary review has 
been made of the letters to the President and members of his 
staff summarizing the results of the electronic surveillances 
and some examples of the material developed from the coverage 
are set forth below. It must be borne in mind that the signifi¬ 
cance of many of intercepts is not known to us. Only those 
familiar with U. S. foreign policy plans and considerations 
would be competent to determine the sensitivity of much of the 
material. Many of the intercepts related to foreign policy 
discussions and may or may not have been personal or ,public 
in nature. 

It is to be noted that Dr. Kissinger accompanied Colonel 
I£tig to Mr. Sullivan's office on 5/20/69 shortly after the ^ 
coverage began, to read all the logs prepared to date. After 
reading the logs Dr. Kissinger said, "it is clear that I don’t ' 
have anybody in my office that I can trust except Colonel Haig." 

He said that what he was learning as a result of the coverage 
was extremely helpful to him while at the same time very disturb^ 
ing. ' ■ . 
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^Sealed pursught to U.S, Court W , / /t 

Order ‘ __ Q jr> ^ 



Variotis of the White Hpuse personnel were often in contact 
with newspaper men, and some were involved in close personal 
relationships with newsmen. 


With specific resp ect to any monitoring of _ 

a review of the logs of the I [electronic surveil lance 

revealed I [ national 


security electronic survei llance. 
rough draf t summary of the 
noted that[ 


here is attached hereto a 
intercepts, It is to be 



There is one folder in the matei-ial bearing the code 
word "CATO,” This has to do with Joseph Kraft, the syndicated 
columnist. Nothing in the folder suggested that coverage of 
-Kraft had been requested by the White. House or anyone. However, 
a number of personal letters marked " Top Oecrct - Do Not File" 
addressed to Mr. Hoover suggests that Mr. Hoover was aware of 
the "CATO" project. In essence, Joe Kraft apparently made a 
European trip in 1969 and so m eone desired electronic coverage 
of him while he was abroad. ^ Sullivan made a special trip to b7E 


1 1 


r . 


There are logs indicating that microphone^, 
bed and reported through the Legal Attache..j 

coverage was institui 


There are no tickler or file copies of any summary memoranda 
to indicate that the results of the covpr^e on Kraft were ever 
furnished to anyone but Mr. Hoover . ^ 

For the time being all of these records are being 
maintained under secure conditions in Intelligence Division 
space. We will begin immediately to integrate the records 
into our regular "June" files and to prepare appropriate 
general and special electronic surveillance indices so that the 
integrity of FBI records will be restored. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCES 



History of FBI Policy ; ' • 

The FBI uses electronic surveillance techniques 
on a highly selective basis and only with the tightest adniin- 
istratiye controls« As a matter of fact, • vrlretaoping by FBI 
Agents vms strictly forbidden from 1924 to 1931 when Attorney 
General William D, Mitchell .specifically authorized tho use of 
this technique by the Bureau in cases involving kidnaping, the 
•• apprehension of desperate criminals, and the investigation of 
espionage, sabotage or other matters of major• ixnportance. 

In response to this Departmental ruling, the lata Director J. Edgar 
•. Hoover advised the Attorney General in December, 1931, that all 
instances involving the proposed use of v/iretaps by the Bureau 
would be forwarded to the Department for its approval. This 
policy has remained in effect since 1931. 

Prior to these instructions from Attorney General 
William D, Mitchell, the United States Supreme Court had held 
that the use of evidence obtained by wiretapping did not violate 
the Fourth Amendment V7hen there was no trespass on defendant ’ s 
• premises and, further, that only "material” objects are subject 
' to seizure and a telephone conversation is not such an object. 


During 1934 the Congress enacted the Federal 
< Communications Act x^hich contained provisions (Section 605) 
making it a criminal offense for anyone to intercept a wire 
communication and divulge or publish such intercepted communi¬ 
cation v?ithout the authorisation of the sender. Hoxirevcr, the 
Department of Justice ruled that this statute did not preclude ' 
■ w iretapping by the FBI and that no violation of Section 605 
Mr. Baker—S'l^s involved unless there was a disclosure of the intercepted • 


Mr. Conrad_ 

ifr. Jenkins Following a series of cases heard by the U.S. 

^.toahaii^upreme Court during the late 1930s in which the Court 
Mr!&y"s_lfc^^'fc Federal Communications Act of 1934 prohibited 
-j^^^troduction of evidence obtained through wiretapping, 
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Attorney General Robert K. Jackson in March, 1940, banned the 
use of wiretapping by the FBI and stated he vrould no longer 
authorize this procedure unless Congress modified existing 
statutes. Mr. Jackson's action vras taken, in fact, upon the 
recoimnendation of the Director of the FBI. 

However, on Hay 21, 1940, President Roosevelt directed 
a memorandum to Attorney General Jackson v/hich established the 
guidelines which governed v/iretapping by Federal agencies until 
.passage .of the Onmibu-s Crime Control and .Safe Streets Act of 1968. 
In this historic memorandum, President Roosevelt expressed the 
conviction that Supreme Court decisions relating to v/iretapping 
v/ere not intended to apply to grave matters involving the defense 
of the'Nation. The President took cognizance of the activities 
of so-called "Fifth Colurans" and the laecessity for the Government 
to protect itself against sabotage, assassinations, and other 
"Fifth Column" activities. President Roosevelt declared that the 
Attorney General had the authority to approve the use of "listening 
devices" by Federal investigative agents to secure information 
regarding the activities of persons suspected of subversive 
activities against the U. S. Government, including suspected spies. 

During February, 1941, President Roosevelt v,-rote to 
-Congressman •Thomas Eliot of ■Massachusetts and expressed his vi.ev/s 
on a bill then pending before Congress to allow wiretapping by 
Federal officials. In this letter President Roosevelt asserted 
his belief that wiretapping should not be used by the Government 
in criminal cases other than kidnaping and extortion matters. Me 
reiterated his conviction that wiretapping should be used in 
cases involving espionage or sabotage ■ against the United^States-. 

The President further indicated no v/iretaps should be installed by 
Federal agents v/ithout the explicit authority of the Attorney 
General. • 

On July 17, 1946, President Truman reaffirmed President 
Roosevelt's policies concerning the use of v/iretapping and 
succeeding Presidents and Attorneys General continued these 
policies. • . 

Throughout the entire time since 1931, the FBI has 
consistently obtained specific authorization from the Attorney 
General v/ith regard to all instances involving the use of 
wiretapping by the Bureau. , • 



Qnrtnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 


Title III of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 took cognisance of the long-recognised pov/er of the 
President to authorize electronxc surveillances in the securitv 
-field and specifies that the Act shall not limit this povjcr. 

^ As previously stated^ prior to Title III of the Omnibus 

Grime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1963^ and the Keith decision, 
June 19, 1972, -the lav/ that developed ai'b’ind .electronic surveillances 
concerned itself primarily with the admissibility of eviden'-'e ootaino'’ 
from electronic surveillances rather than v/ith the basic issue of tiie 
"legality" of electronic surveillance itself. Evidence, including 
leads to evidence, gathered via v/iretappihg v/as excluded from any 
criminal ^ prosecutj.on on the basis that presentation of suc.h evidence 
was a "disclosure" prohibited ,by Section 605 of the Federal 
Coramunicationn Act; and evidence, including leads to evidence, 
obtained from a microphone surveillance or a wiretap v/as excluded 
if it v/as determined the installation required a "trespass"• and was 
thus an unlawful search and seizure. 

Title III, hov/ever,"’ established the Congressional inten¬ 
tion that electronic surveillance, xmder specific conditions, is 
to be lav/fui and the evidence obtained therefrom admissible, 

' * 

Title III also, v/hilo not conferri.j.icr any statutorv 
authority .on the .President, indirectly recognized that he v/Ls 
authorizing warrantless electronic surveillances in matters 
affecting national security and stated ^that Title III did not 
affect any such pov/ers he might have. "The Act recognized specific 
categories for electronic surveillances in foreign-related 
intelligence matters.. These categories were as follov/s; 

To protect the Nation against actual or . ; - ' 

potential attack or other hostile acts of ’ 

• a foreign pov/er; . . : 

To obtain foreign intelligence information 
■ ■ deemed essential to the security of the . 

United States; : ' . 

'To protect national security information 

against foreign intelligence activity;- 



To protect the United States against the 
overthrov'/ of the Government by force or 
other unlawful means; 





• , • Or against any other clear and present 

• ; . danger to the structure or existence 

. of the Government. : , 

Additional guidelines v;ere established with respect to 
Federal wiretapping in the internal security field by the Supreme 
Court's Keith decision in which the u. S. District Court, Eastern 
District of Michigan, in a memorandum opinion dated January 25, 1971, 
found that the Government's use of a wiretap v/ithout a v/arrant in a 
domestic security case was illegal. The case involved thx'ee 
defendants, members of the VTliite Panther Party, v/ho were charged '.•P'ith 
conspiracy to bomb a CIA office at Ann Arbor, Michigan, on 
September 29, 1968, In pre-trial proceedings the defendants filed 
a motion for the disclosure of electronic surveillance information. 
The Government acknox-^ledged that one of the defendants had jparti- 
cipated in conversations v;hich wex'e overheard by Government agents 
and furnished for the judge's inspection only the surveillance logs. 

The Michigan Court rejected the idea that the President 
has constitutional powers to authorize electronic surveillances 
without- a vrarrant in dealing with domestic security matters. The 
defendants were granted full pre-trial discovery of the v;iretapping 
logs in this case and the Government was so ordered to .produce. Tb.is 
'dccis.lon. v/as appealed. On April 4, 1971, the U. S, Circuit Court 
of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit upheld the lov/er court ruling; 
but in ruling against the Government, the Circuit Court said that 
in dealing with the threat of only dome.stic subversion the Executive 
Branch vms subject to the limitations of the Fourth Amendment in 
using v/iretaps. The Circuit Court held that the District Ju-dge 
properly found that the defendant's conversations v/ere illegally 
intercepted and the order of disclosure v/as proper. The Supreraa 
Court sub.sequently ruled against the Government stating that 
electronic surveillances of domestic organizations and their nomber.s 
"v/ith no significant connection with a foreign power" was a violation 
of Fourth Amendment rights. 

Since the Keith decision the status of Federal lav; on 
electronic surveillances in the national security field can be 
summarized as follows: With regard to domestic individuals and 
organizations the President has no v;arrantless pov/er to authorize 
such electronic surveillances. He may have the pov/er to subject 
such targets to electronic surveillance, but these electronic 
surveillances must be submitted for prior judicial review, i.e., a 
vrarrant, before installation. V7ith respect to foreign individuals 
and organizations the legality and admissibility of evidence issues 
have not yet been directly considered by the Supreme Court. The 
issue of "legality," based on whether prior judicial reviev; is 
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requireq (key issue in Keith), was resolved in the Government’s 


*♦ - - r. Z^ ~. f i •••www.A.v A A'w» W V w«*** ♦ — 

_. the United States District Court, District of New Jersey, 
in United States versus Ivanov, Following an ex par te, in 

ijnspection of the surveillance logs by the "oTstTrict Court 
and argument on the legality issue by the parties, the Court 
sustained the ^ authority of the Attorney General to acquire foreign 
intelligence information by x-zarrantless electronic surveillance. 
The same issue is currently under advisement by the United States 
Court Appeals for the District of Coliambia Circuit in the case 
of United States versus Enten,. In Keith, the vSupreme Court 
specifically, noted that tv?o lower courts and the United States ■■ 
District Court, Centra.1 District of California, had held that 
v/arrantless surveillance.. .may be constitutional where foreign 
powers- are involved," . . . 



^ , Subsequent to the Keith decision the Department of Justice 

issuea -t^he opinion that the Pfesidont, under his constitutional 
authority to protect the States against invasion, and to conduct 
foreign !relations, has the povrer to authorize electronic surveillances 
to develop foreign intelligence. ; - 




of.Justi 
"factors 


w_th a foreign government and agencies thereof in unlawful activities 


directec| against the United States Government. 


Also as a result of the Keith decision, the Department 
ce interpreted “significant connection" to include such 
as substantial financing, control by or active coTlaboration 
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Mr» Conmy ; Good afternoon. This is an on the record 

news conference with William D. Ruckelshaus, Acting Director 
of the FBI. MR. Ruckelshaus has a brief statement, after which 
he’ll be pleased to respond to any questions. There are hand 
microphones on the sides of the room may I suggest it will be 
easier for all of us to hear if you use those when you do ask 
your questions. There is a background paper on wiretapping that's 
available to you. You may use it as you see fit. There is also 
a text of Mr .Ruckelshaus' statement and a full transcript of the 
entire news conference will be available, hopefully, later today. 

Mr. Ruckeishaus .♦ 

Gentlemen, I'd like to read this statement, in its 
entirety so that we have this problem in context before your 
questions. 

Shortly after assiaming this job, my attention was 
drawn to several newspaper and periodical accounts of electronic 
surveillances, better known as wiretaps, having been placed on 
telephones of government employees and newsmen in an effort to stem 
the leaks of information related to highly sensitive foreign policy 
issues. Upon inquiry, I was informed by FBI employees that these 
surveillances had been performed and that the records relating to 
them were missing from the FBI files. Also the question had been 
raised in the Ellsberg trial whether information from these alleged 
taps had been used by the prosecution in any way and thus tainted 






the evidence. 


As a.result of this information, I immediately 
ordered an investigation into the facts surrounding the taps and 
the missing records. The investigation was started Friday, 

May 4, 1973, and was conducted under my personal supervision 
by highly skilled FBI personnel at Headquarters. Forty-two 
separate interviews were conducted, all by Headquarters personnel, 
and included travel to Phoenix, Arizona; Tampa, Florida, 

Savannah, Georgia; New York City; and Stamford, Connecticut. 

The investigation revealed that from May, 1969, 
to February, 1971, based on consultations between the Director 
of the FBI and the White House, certain wiretaps were instituted 
in an effort to pinpoint responsibility for leaks of highly 
sensitive and classified information which, in the opinion of 
those charged with conducting our foreign policy, were compro¬ 
mising the Nation's effectiveness in negotiations and other 
dealings with foreign powers. 

There was a total of 17 wiretaps placed for this 
purpose. Four were placed on newsmen as the potential recipients 
of leaks and thirteen on government employees as the potential 
sources. The taps were on for varying lengths of time during 
the period in question; two for as little as 30 days and one for 
as long as 21 months. 
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These requests were handled in the same way as 
other requests involving national security for a number of years 
and in prior Administrations. When a government agency or the 
White House requests surveillance the request is studied by the 
senior officials of the FBI, and if the Director approves, 
authority is then requested from the Attorney General. If he 
approves, as was done in this case, the surveillance commences, 
summaries are prepared from the logs, which are transmitted to 
the interested agency, or as in this case, the White House. 

Because of the sensitivity of these particular 
surveillances, the records were very closely held; first in the 
Director's Office and then on the Director's orders under the 
custody of Mr.W.C.Sullivan who was an Assistant to the Director. 

The investigation indicates that sometime in the 
summer of 1971, after the taps were all taken off, Mr. Sullivan 
contacted Mr. Robert Mardian, who v/as then Assistant Attorney 
General in charge of the Internal Security Division, and informed 
him of the nature of these records and recommended that they be 
transferred to The White House. According to Mr. Mardian, the 
recommendation was made on the claim by Mr. Sullivan that Mr. 
Hoover might use the records in some manner against the Attorney 
General or the President. Mr. Sullivan does not affirm Mr. 
Mardian's claim. There is certainly no proof that Mr. Hoover 
had such intention but the charge had its desired effect. 
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According to Mr. Mardian, he informed Mr. Mitchell, who in turn 
informed The White House. The records were taken from the files 
by Mr. Sullivan, who ordered them given to Mr. Mardian, who 
delivered them to The White House. 

When the FBI discovered the records were missing 
upon Mr.Sullivan's retirement in the fall of 1971, it commenced 
an inquiry which ended when Mr. Hoover was informed by Mr. 

Mitchell that the records had been destroyed. It should be noted 
that Mr. Mitchell has denied making such a statement to Mr. 

Hoover. This conflict cannot be resolved because of Mr.Hoover's 
death. Mr. Mitchell, however, confirmed that the records were 
moved to The White House. 

In any event, the FBI accepted the premise that 
the records had been destroyed, and when I assumed my present 
position, I had no reason to believe that the records were still 
intact. It was not until last Thursday night that our investigation 
revealed, during an interview with Mr. Mardian in Phoenix, that 
the records probably still existed and might be in The White 
House. 

The next day the records were located in The White 
House, having been filed in a safe in Mr. Ehrlichman's outer office. 

Unfortunately, the records were not located in time 
to respond to Judge Byrne's inquiries about the potential taint 
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of evidence in the Ellsberg trial. The interception of Ellsberg's 
conversations all occurred v/hen he was either a guest of Morton 
Halperin, National Security Council, or conversing with him. 

It was one of those conversationsr.df Mr. Ellsberg which I had 
informed the Judge on Wednesday, May 9, 1973, had been remembered 
by one of our employees who had monitored the tape. Of course, 
whether the location of the records v/ould have had any affect on 
the Judge's decision is not for me to say. 

On Saturday an FBI Agent and I went to The White 
House, identified and retrieved the records and they now rest 
in the FBI files. 

The investigation was conducted v/ith skill, speed 
and effectiveness by the FBI and resulted in the full retrieval 
of the records. I believe it is in the public interest to reveal 
these facts so that this story can be put in proper perspective. 

Now I have two more points that I want to make, 
gentlemen. One is that I recognize how very emotional the question 
of wiretaps is in our society, and I asked at the time this 
investigation started that a history of the use of electronic 
surveillances or wiretaps in the FBI.> 0 r by the FBI be prepared. 

The handout that you now have or is available is the result of that 
inquiry. I felt that the history was informative and good enough 
that it warranted being handed out at this press conference so that 
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again these taps can be placed in that historical perspective. 
Secondly, since I am sure it will be one of the first questions, 

I want to touch on the reasons V7hy I have not revealed the names 
of the 17 people who were placed under electronic surveillance 
during the course of this effort to stem the leaks. At first I 
felt it was probably a good thing to reveal these names in the 
interest of openness and letting the public know precisely what 
happened. And upon reflection I concluded that the potential 
harm to be done by the release of these names outweighed the good 
that could result in the openness of revealing them. The potential 
harm is clear to the employees of the Government I in that their 
positions in the Government since they were at least once under 
suspicion and most, if not all of them, have since been exonerated, 
might be jeopardized. It's less clear as to the newsmenaas to why 
the names would not be released, but again, upon reflection and a 
certain degree of agonizing I concluded that the potential was 
still there for some harm to be done by revealing their names to 
the public. And I v/as finally persuaded by the realization that if 
I made a mistake in releasing the names there was nothing I could 
do about it, but if I make a mistake in not releasing them I can 
always rectify that mistake by doing so later. So in response to 
any of your questions as to what these names are, or who is involved, 
my answer will be the same and that is that I will neither confirm 
nor deny that any of the names that you request are the subjects 
of this surveillance. I'll now attempt to answer your questions. 
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Question: 

Mr. Ruckelshaus, who in the White House, on page 2 you say that 
those responsible for or charged with conducting our foreign policy 
instituted this investigation. Can you be more precise about who 
those people are? 

Yes. You'll have to bear in mind that in an effort 
to reconstruct precisely who initiated these inquiries has got to 
be based on the records that we have. The primary records are those 
that were recovered last Saturday in The White House. From our 
review of those recordstto date, it appears that an initial con¬ 
versation took place between Mr. Kissinger and the FBI Director 
Hoover, sometime in the spring of 1971 in a discussion of the 
extreme concern that Dr. Kissinger had over these leaks and the 
problems they were causing in our foreign policy. It appeared that 
from this initial meeting, stemmed the efforts to discover the ieaks 
through the use of wiretaps. The specific names to be surveyed or 
to be tapped were supplied through a niamber of avenues. A number 
of them came from The White House, some were generated from within 
the FBI, one or two it appears came from the Attorney General 
himself. Again mfc's not always clear in these records precisely 
who it was that recommended which name, but when the request for 
an authorization went up to the Attorney General the name would be 
identified and the reasons given as to why there was some feeling 
that a tap on this individual might be productive. 
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Question; 


Since his name has been made public, can you tell 
us who proposed Morton Halperin? 

Answer: 

No, I cannot. I cannot tell that because frankly 
I don't recall it and the reason his name was made public was 
because it was in response to the Judge's request in the Ellsberg 
trial and, of course, where any Judge requests us to look through 
our files to see whether any interceptions have occurred on a 
given individual we will give the Judge those interceptions and the 
tap on which they occurred in camera or in his chambers. It's then 
up to the Judge to decide whether he wants to reveal those to the 
public. 

Question: 

Mr.Ruckelshaus, when Kissinger and Hoover conversa¬ 
tions in the spring of '71, however you ... 

(Mr.Ruckelshaus) I'm sorry in the spring of '69, 69 yes,that's 
right. 

Question: 

Mr.Ruckelshaus, are you saying that Mr.Kissinger 
specifically suggested or recommended the use of electronic 
surveillance? 

Answer : 

No, I'm not. I'm saying that in this initial 
conversation as best can be reconstructed from the files there was 
a very general discussion of the extreme concern that Dr. Kissinger 
had over the leaks that were jeopardizing our foreign policy and 





he requested Mr.Hoover's assistance. Mr.Hoover agreed and it is 
apparently from that meeting that stemmed this method of 
attempting to discover the leaks. 

Question ; 

Did Mr.Kissinger know, or learn subsequently that 
this method was being used? 

Answer; 

Well, I'm sure he did because summaries were 
prepared of the surveillances and sent to the, in this case the 
requesting agency. As I mentioned in our, in my original statement, 
that where suitimaries are prepared of any given surveillance they are 
sent to those individuals who are most concerned about the particu¬ 
lar problem involved. In this case, national security. Whether 
he read those svimmaries or not I'm not in a position to say. 

Question; 

Are you accusing Mr.Ehrlichman of hiding these 

files? 

Answer; No, I'm not accusing him of doing that. The question 

was whether I am accusing Mr. Ehrlichman of hiding these files. 

No, I am not accusing Mr.Ehrliehman of hiding these files. The 
files were taken to the White House by Mr. Mardian and that is 
where we located the files in the course of our investigation that 
ended up about 6 o'clock of last Friday. 

Question: 

Wasn't Mr.Ehrlichman aware that this question had 
come up at the Senate hearings on Mr. Gray and Mr. Gray several 
times said he had checked the FBI records and there had been no 
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wiretaps on newsmen? 

Ansv/er; 

Well, I don't know whether he did or not. You'd 
have to ask Mr. Ehrlichman that. The question of whether Mr. 
Ehrlichman, at the time we interviewed Mr .Ehrlichman, which was 
about 5:30 or 6 o'clock on Friday, we were still in the process 
of trying to locate the records. We believed that, at that point, 
that they were in the White House and the Judge had, as far as 
the interviewers were concerned, had not at that point dismissed 
the case. The Judge dismissed it at 2:05 his time in Los Angeles 
and there was no, at the time the interviews were made of Mr. 
Ehrlichman there was no particular reason to question him on this 
point. 

Question: 

Did you question Mr.Ehrlichman relative to why he 
had these files? What he was doing with them and at what time he 
came into the possession of them? 

Answer : 

Yes we did and the reason, as I tried to state 
in my statement that the files went to the White House as best we 
can reconstruct from a number of interviews is because of the fear 
that they might be misused in some way by Mr. Hoover, and I take 
it Mr. Ehrlichman was simply the custodian of those files while 
they were in the White House, and that his reason was the same as 
anyone else in the White House for having the files. 

Question ; 

Can you say what particular leaks Mr. Kissinger 
expressed a concern about plugging as early as the spring of '69? 

- iO - 
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Answer; 

Well, there were any number of leaks and to start 
discussing in specificity the leaks that appeared in the media 
would give rise to all kinds of speculation as to who the 4 
newsmen were that in fact had taps on them. There were a number 
of leaks many of which are known to you that occurred later in 
1971 but there were early leaks that occurred in 1969 and to the 
extent that those leaks should be discussed in general and 
specifically what the problems were with those leaks I think is 
better addressed to somebody else. 

Question; 

May I ask you whether or not you have evidence 
of any additional wiretaps that were put on after February of '71? 
Answer ; 

Well there had been wiretaps placed on, yes, after 
February of '71. 

Question: 

To plug leaks on the phones of newsmen or 
White House people? 

Answer; 

No, there have been no wiretaps on newsmen since 
February of 1971 and I can say right now that in spite of what 
some of you may think, if you are now talking on the phone no one's 
listening. 

Question; 

Can you say the same with regard to other 
Administration officials? 
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Answer; 


That ho one's listening to them either, you mean? 


Question: 


That's right. With the intent of plugging leaks? 


Answer: ^ _ 

- As of the Keith case, in June all of the taps 

that had to do with leaks where there were any electronic 

surveillance on domestic citizens have been removed. There are 

no wiretaps on domestic citizens now, that had to do with national 

security. 

Question; 

The question was whether or not there were any 
v^iretaps on the phones of Administration officials or newsmen 
after February of '71? 

Answer; 

As best I can recollect, there are and were some 
on Administration officials. There were none on newsmen after 
February of 1971 but those were not treated in the way that this 
series we're discussing here were. I might say also in case you 
think this is adding up to thousands of wiretaps, there are at 
present, and this is about an average, 107 total wiretaps all over 
the Nation being monitored by the FBI. 

Question: 

Sir, was Mr. Hoover's job in danger when he was 
suspected of possibly doing harm to the President? 

ATisw03r I 

^ Yes, I think there was some question as to whether 

it was. There was certainly rumor to the effect and I've heard 
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statements to that effect. I'm not in a position to say whether 
his job was in danger or not. That would account to some extent 
as to why those files were moved to the White House, but I can't 
answer that directly. 

Question; 

Would that be the only reason? 

Answer; Well, it certainly is a logical reason to follow 

the course. 

Question; 

Mr.Ruckelshaus, who told you that Mr. Mitchell 
told Mr. Hoover that the files had been destroyed? 

Answer; 

That comes from the records of the FBI itself. There 
are two specific notations by Mr. Hoover indicating that in his 
own handwriting in the FBI files. 

Question; 

Mr.Ruckelshaus, this whole thing amounts to very 
little unless you tell us (1) now that the trial is over whether 
the wiretaps produced any link as to whether national security was 
being harmed and also you should tell us whose phones were tapped. 
There will always be a mystery on this. You should tell us the 
whole thing now. 

Answer; 

If it doesnt amount to anything then there will.be 
no story about ;it, which is alright with me. 


13 








Question ; 

Why don't you tell us if there was, or if you 
found any leak here on national security? 

2hiswer: 

We have found no relationship between, as far 
as the trial is concerned, between the evidence in the trial and 
any interceptions of Mr. Ellsberg, and that was the question that 
concerned the Judge. Now as to the surveillance of Mr. Halperin, 
who was also requested by the Judge in his most recent order, we 
have not at this point been able to make a review of those to 
determine whether there would have been any exculpatory evidence 
any taint on the prosecution. I am confident there was none of 
this information used by the prosecutors in the prosecution of 
the Ellsberg trial. 

Question; 

Would you identify the news organizations involved 
in the wiretapping? 

Answer ; 

No, I won't. That's the same as identifying the 

individuals. 

Question ; 

Would you identify the agencies or departments 
in which the other 12 people were involved? 

Answer: 

No. All the efforts to pin down precisely who it 
was and who they were coming from ... I'm just not going to 
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respond to that because that again just adds fuel to the search 
for the individuals and I suppose anybody can surmise what agencies 
are involved when we're talking about leaks of highly sensitive 
information. It's those agencies that were privy to that informa* 
tion, and clearly that's who we're talking about. 

Question; 

How about the legality or illegality of the 
wiretaps at the time they were placed? We haven't had a chance 
to read your history here. 

Answer; 

There is no question in my mind that these taps 
when placed to protect the national security as then defined, 
prior to the Keith case in June of 1972, were put on under 
constitutional assertion of right. Now that assertion was 
questioned and reversed in the Keith case. It was handed down in 
June of 1972, so that as far as the question of legality when the 

I 

taps were placed on, they were completely legal and they were done 
pursuant to the usual procedure of the Justice Department. Now you 
have a retroactive question of whether that assertion of right 
turned out to be a correct constitutional interpretation, but 
nevertheless it was being made, and being made openly by the then 
Attorney General and by the Administration. 

Question; 

Was there any question of Mr. Sullivan's legality 
in turning this material over or taking it out of the FBI? 
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Answer: 


We have just csmpleted the factual investiga¬ 
tion and I have asked that we now make a review of?these facts 
as we found them in terms of the regulations and the law to deter¬ 
mine whether there has been any violation of any laws or any 
regulations and until that review is over it simply is premature 
for me to comment. 

Question; 

On top of page 4 of your statement where you say 
it should be noted that Mr. Mitchell has denied making such a 
statement to Mr. Hoover, did Mr. Mitchell deny that he told Mr. 
Hoover that the records were destroyed and have you talked to Mr. 
Mitchell about this? 

Answer; 

Yes, Mr. Mitchell was one of the ones interviewed 
in this investigation. 

Question; 

And he denies that he told Mr. Hoover that the 
records were destroyed? 

Answer: 


Yes, yes he does. 

Question ; 

Under oath? 


Answer; 


No oath, these were conducted in the usual form 


of an FBI interview. There was no oath taking. 
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Question ; 

You say there are notations in the FBI records 
in Mr. Hoover's signature that he was so told by Mr. Mitchell? 
Answer; 

There are two notations indicating with his initials 
in his writing that he was so told. 

Question; 

What terminology did he use? Would it have been 
"I turned this over ...'? 

Ansvrer; 

No, it was clear enough from reading what he had 
written, in the context in which it was written that that was his 
belief and if'.s on that that I'm basing this statement. We will 
never resolve this because Mr. Hoover is now dead. 

Question; 

Mr. Ruckelshaus. You haven't answered the critical 
question. In this search for the leak and the potential sources, 
does the record show whether any leak was found or any potential 
source identified? 

Answer; 

Well, that's the first time the crucial question' 
has been asked, that I can recall. The question of the worth of 
these taps will probably remain open and a question of some debate 
into the future. Among the individuals that we interviewed there 
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was a difference of opinion as to their worth, so that as to 
whether there was a revelation of a specific leak or not we 
haven’t reviewed the entire file — we have to do that in order to 
be certain, but I don't know of any. As to the revelation that 
some of the people in very sensitive positions were giving vent 
to their opinions rather regularly and rather openly there apparently 
was considerable evidence of that. generated. 

Question; 

Was there anybody in the Administration — officials— 
punished in any way? 

Answer; 

Not that I know of. 


Question; 

The reference to compromising this Nation's 
effectiveness in negotiations in my recollection, the only ongoing 
negotiations in that period had to do with Vietnam and SALT. 

Are those the two things we're talking about here? 

Answer; 

Well, primarily; whether the negotiations were 
then going on or whether the negotiations we planned or about to 
start it was a general concern of the lack of security in this 
area of the Government that gave rise to this effort. 

Question; 

Can't you state what negotiations, since 

presumably .... 
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Answer; 


Well, obviously the two that you mentioned 
were two that were then going on. 

Question; 

Was any employee of the Washington Post or did 
any employee of the Washington Post have his phones tapped? 
Answer: 


My response has got to be precisely what I said 
it was going to be in the beginning - otherwise then we could 
narrow it down to what desk he was at or what area he covered. 
Question; 

Have these people been informed that their phones 
were tapped, the 12 and 4? 

Answer: 

No, they have not. 

Question; 


Referring to the meeting between Mr. Hoover and 
Dr. Kissinger in the spring of 1969;>i have you gone to Mr. Hoover's 
files concerning that meeting and can they be read to show that 
Dr. Kissinger requested help from the FBI in chasing down leaks? 
Answer; 


The records we have, including the records that 
were recovered on Saturday and the records of the Department, 
indicated that such a meeting did take place and the general 




question of leaks was discussed. 
Question: 


Did you interview L. Patrick Gray in connection 
with this and if you did, or even if you didn't, what is your 
understanding of what he knew about this? 

Answer: 

There was no reason to interview Mr. Gray on this 
question because the problems that took place or the missing 
records all occurred before he was the Acting Director. We 
interviewed everybody both within and outside the Bureau who would 
have any knowledge as to what happened to these records at the time. 
Question; 

Did he know, as near as you know, that these records 
had once existed and had been pres\imably destroyed which is what 
Mr. Hoover is supposed to have been told. Was he aware that there 
had ever been such a .... 

Answer; 

There is some indication in the records that he 
might have known but again I think you had better ask him because 
there is some ambiguity in the files as to precisely what he 
knew and how much he knew about these missing records. 

Question; 

Has anyone lost his job over this, Mr. Ruckelshaus? 


Answer; 


Not that I know of. I may, but I don't know 


anybody else. 
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Question; 


Mardian says that Sullivan said he was afraid 
Hoover might use these wiretaps or these records against the 
President. Did Mardian elaborate on what he said Sullivan said? 
Answer; 

No, not more than just that. That was about as he 
remembered it and about as it was confirmed in an interview to our 
Agents. 

Question: 

Did he indicate in what way Sullivan said Hoover 
might use these against the President? 

Answer; 

No, he did not. 


Question; 


Answer: 


What did Sullivan say about it? 


Sullivan responded to some written interrogatories 
that we gave him and indicated he felt, as I said in my statement, 
he did not affirm this, he said he felt that the files should 
have been transferred because of their extreme sensitivity. 
Question ; 

Were the taps on the home phones as well as the 


office phones? 

Answer: 

I think it varied. I think there were some taps 


on home phones. 








Question ; 

Were there any members of the Senate or Congress 
on the other end of some of those telephone conversations? 

Ansv/er; 

The only way I could tell you that is to go through 
every single log that's in those records. 

Question; 

Who has gone through them? 


Ansi'/er: 


They are in the process of going through them 


now. 

Question: 

Did anybody in the White House go through them 
while they were there? 

Answer; 

I can't answer that. The chances are no because 
they v/ere receiving summaries of what was transpiring during the 
course of this ... 

Question; 

They set up a group to plug leaks within 4 months 
after this wiretapping stopped. Is there any connection between 
the ending of this wiretapping and the setting up of the Ehrlichman- 
Krogh unit? 

Answer; 

Not that I know of. 
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Question; 


Did the President know of this at the time? 


Answer ; 

Well, I can't answer that directly, but it is 
known that the President is very concerned himself about the leaks 
involving national security - and as summaries were sent from 
the Director to the White House they would be sent to the President 
whether the President read them or not or whether the ones that 
Dr.Kissinger read or not, I have no way of knowing. 

Question; 

Who investigated this? Didn't you attempt to find 
out what his role was in this thing? 

Answer; 

What we were looking for and we really are trying 
to do two things in the investigation. Number one was respond to 
the Judge out in California and secondly, locate these records or 
find out if there were any such records. We found them. The 
investigation was a success. It wasn't a success in time to give 
the Judge the benefit of what we knew, but the question of whether 
the President knew of this or not wasn't relative to the purpose 
of the investigation. 

Question; 

Did the White House make any recommendations on 
who should be tapped? Any individuals named? 

Answer ; 

Yes, there were recommendations that came from 
the White House as I said. Some were generated from within the FBI. 
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As I recall one or two came from the Attorney General himself, 
but there were a nximber of people trying to decide just where these 
leaks might be occurring and where a beneficial interception might 
occur. 

Question; 

Did Mr.Hoover also receive a letter from the 
President in 1971 asking for the FBI's cooperation with Krogh’s 
group of investigators? 

Answer; 

Are you referring to the story that was in the 
Washington Star? (Yes,right). There was correspondence between 
the President and the Director in which the President recommended 
that Mr. Hoover cooperate with Mr. Krogh. There was no mention 
in that correspondence of any committee. This is referred back to 
Mr. Krogh's affidavit which he filed in the court out in California 
in the Ellsberg case in which he said that his committee was set 
up with the acquiescence of Mr. Hoover. I think that in fact Mr. 
Krogh as the contact point in the White House for the ongoing FBI 
investigation into the Ellsberg matter, was communicated to Mr. 
Hoover by the President. Mr. Hoover then responded in a letter 
indicating that whatever information was developed in the process 
of this investigation would, of course, be turned over to the 
President's designee in the White House. 

Question: 

Do you plan on asking John Ehrlichman about anything 
relative to the amount of access Dr. Kissinger had to these tapes 
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and the files and the President? 

Answer: 

No unless there's been some violation of the 
law involved. There is no violation of the law here. 

Question : 

From the standpoint of pinning down, there have 
been some denials as I understand by Dr. Kissinger of any 
knowledge of this and I wondered if you would be exploring the 
question of whether it was called to his attention? 

Answeri 

Well, I don't know for what purpose. The investiga¬ 
tion as I stated had two specific purposes and those purposes 
have been achieved. 

Question 

Well, we've had some (?) of credibility of public 
officials lately and it would seem to me the question Of whether 
Dr. Kissinger saw these reports would be a very important’ 
question? 

Answer: 

Yes, but that isn't for me to decide. The question 
is, if it's important to the country and to the world I suppose 
it's up to you to ask him but as far as this investigation is 
concerned, it has nothing to do with the FBI. The fact is that if 
he v/as concerned about these leaks and if he hoped that from this 
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surveillance he could get some information leading him to the 
people who were involved so that he could stop the leaks, I'm sure 
he was interested and I'm sure he did read it. Now whether he 
read it himself or whether he had somebody else doing it for him, 

I don't know, but he had a perfectly legitimate concern as best I've 
been able to discover about the national security program. 

Question: 

There has been some question raised and some stories 
over the last weekend relative to the effectiveness of the FBI' s 
surveillance of Haldeman's and Ehrlichman's offices and the records 
and I wonder if you have any explanation of that and could give us 
some detail on the background of this? 

Answeri 

I think you're talking about the story in the 
Chicago Sun Times. I think there was some misunderstanding on the 
part of the FBI Agents who were there as to what their precise 
function was. On Monday, when the resignations of Mr. Haldeman 
and Mr. Ehrlichman were announced, the staff of Mr. Garment, who was 
then appointed Counsel to the President, Mr. Richardson and my 
staff, got together to try to put together any problems we could see 
in the future. One of those problems that arose in their conversa¬ 
tion had to do with the records in the t"irhite House, of the people 
that had resigned, and the question was we wanted to insure that the 
files weren't taken out , that there isn't wholesale taking out of 




files such as allegedly occurred in the Hunt matter. And so it was 
decided jointly that we would station FBI Agents in the White House 
to insure that there was no removal in wholesale manner or of 
individual filesfrom these rooms without some understanding of what 
was happening, what was being done. There was no effort to 
inventory these files, nobody had been charged with anything yet. 
There was no effort to have a log of each thing that came in and out-. 
In fact these files that we're talking about here ..... 

Question; 

Wouldn't there be a possibility of those files 
being cleansed, shall we say, by someone going through them and 
removing a few individual letters that might be embarrassing? 

Answer; 

There is that possibility, but until there is a 
charge of somebody, until we are sure precisely the necessity for 
the protection of a given record, it isn't up to the FBI to engage 
in a fishing operation to just start culling through the files. 
Question; 

Hadn't the condition been created at that stage 
with regard to the individuals involved, that there might be a 
possibility that they might be less than truthful on some 
occasions? 

Answer: 

Well, without getting into that, as to whether I'm 
casting aspersions on somebody, that's why we put people there - to 
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insure that there wasn't a removal. 


Question-;- 

It's the question of whether you took proper 
steps under the circumstances that existed relative to the back¬ 
ground of activity of the individuals involved? 

Answer ; 

That's precisely the question we tried to address. 

To go any further than we did go - to go to the point of saying, 
no, nobody gets in there, having an inventory of all those files, 
going through every single letter and document that was in those 
files we just had no charge at that point on which to base such 
a search. It's not legal to make a search like that without some 
basis in law to do so. 

Question; 

Mr. Ehrlichman and Mr. Haldeman could have been kept 
out of their offices to preserve the papers and there could have 
been a logging of people in and out. 

Answer; 

That was done. Those papers are now in two rooms 
in the White House. When we teok the papers out that resulted 
in this, it was the most difficult thing I've ever had to do. We 
almost had an arm wrestle with the Secret Service later on because 
the records were gone. Those records belonged over here. What we 
were doing was getting back our records so that they stayed here, 
and those records had been in the files where it was possible to 




remove those records if you wanted to. 

Question ; 

I understand there was some dispute relative to 
the kind of surveillance you had. Did you have any conversation 
with the President relative to the type of surveillance you had 
and what was proper? 

Answer; 

No, I did not. The conversation was with Mr. 
Richardson and Mr. Garment. 

Question; 

Did you clear this news conference, Mr. Ruckelshaus, 
with the White House, with the Attorney general, whoever he may 
be, or the contents of it? 

Answer; 

If you mean by clear, is this a plot of some kind, 

I have sent copies of my statement to the White House, I have shown 
copies this morning of my statement to the Attorney General, Mr. 
Kleindienst, and if that means cleared, then I've cleared. 

Question; 

Did Dr. Kissinger agree with your review of the 

facts? 

Answer; 

I don't know. You'd have to ask him. 
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Question: 

Did anyone at the White House or did Mr. 

Kleindienst indicate approval of the contents of the statement? 

Did they indicate it to you? 

Answer: 

You’ll have to ask them that. They did not indicate 
that I should not do it. They did not give disapproval. They 
said that's your statement, go ahead and make it. 

Question; 

Was there a judgement made on the basis of those 
summaries about whether national security was compromised at all? 
Answer; 

The judgement had been made that national security 
v;as compromised before the taps were ever instituted in the first 
place. 

Question ; 

I'm talking about siammaries that were made from 
the information gathered from the taps? 

Answer ; 

I can't answer that until there has been a complete 
review of these records containing all the summaries and the logs 
in them, and that's going to take some time. 

Question; 

Isn't that a matter of such importance that you 
would make judgment? 
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(garbled portion) 
Answer; 


Well, maybe they did. Maybe the Government 
decided, the people who were instituting it that this was a good 
idea. Apparently they did because they were continued. But as 
far as asking me to make such a judgement, not having reviewed those 
files, there is no way I can do that. 

Question; 

Didn’t you say no one had lost his job or been 

penalized? 

Answer; 

I said to my knowledge no one has lost his job. 

I haven’t checked that. I don’t know where some of these people 
even worked. 

Question; 

Sir, who is making this review at this point and 
why was the review not made sometime before? 

Answer; 

Well, we only found the records on Saturday and 

the review ... 

Question (interruption) 

The records v/ere found when they first came in . 

Why didn't they review them then? What’s the reason for not 
reviewing these at once when they get these things? I’m taikdia^ 
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about when they were first finished before they were ever taken 
to the White House. 

Answer; 

There were reviews made of the interceptions 
and summaries prepared and the summary itself is just a svimmary 
of what was said. Unless you know all of the national security 
problems involved just reading those raw summaries might not mean 
anything to you. 

Question; 

Why didn't somebody know at that point. Who made 
the evaiuation , I think that' s very very important? 

Answer : 

Well, I'm sure it was being made by those who 
were concerned about the national security implications of these 
leaks. 

Question; 

Would there be anyone besides Henry Kissinger who 
v/ould be really qualified fully to make the judgements on the 
summaries? 

Answer ; 

Well, I'm sure he has a number of people on his 

staff . 

Question; 

He or someone on his behalf would be the logical 
people to look these summaries over? That would have been the 
whole purpose of the inquiries and obtaining the information in 
the first place? 
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Answer; 


Question: 


I think that's probably right. 

Why were they all taken off in February of 1971? 


Answer: 

Apparently they thought they had served whatever 
purpose they were supposed to. 

Question: 

At the request of the White House to halt it? 


Answer : 

Question; 


I honestly can't remember whether it was or not. 
Some taps are still going on on some Government 


employees? 

Answer : 

No, not now. There are no taps they are all off 
as of June, 1972, because of the Keith decision. 

Question : 

Was there any surveillance like this prior to 1969, 
in other words in a previous Administration? 

Answer ; 

Oh, there has been surveillance. The only thing 
different about this surveillance and the surveillance that takes 
place in national security generally is that these records weEe 
treated somewhat differently and then missing. 

Question: 

There were surveillance of newsmen in prior 
Administrations? 

Answer: 

I can't answer that. I asked that question this 
morning of many of the long time career FBI employees and they said 
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to the best of their recollection, no, but you'd have to search 
all of the records in order to answer that question. 

Question: 

You said that there were wiretaps going on on the 
phones of some Administration officials in the period following 
February, 1972, but they weren't treated as this series were. 

How were they treated? 

Answer: 

Just like any other request for a surveillance 
in order to discover a national security problem or in case of 
Title 3 in the Omnibus Crime Act in organized crimeor gambling... 
(interruption) 

Question: are 

You mean records of them/existeht 1 in the FBI and 

presumably in .... 

Answer; 

Yes, they are right in the normal record indices 

of the FBI. 

Question ; < 

Do you have any indication yet as to how long you 

are going to continue as Acting Director? 

Answer: ' , 

I'll give you a better idea tomorrow but I can't 

answer that question ... It may be more rapid than you think. 

Question; 

What conclusions have you reached on the basis of 
the logs about the role of the correspondents and whether there 
was a security leak? 
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Answer: 


As far as the newsmen were concerned, oh, I see 
what you're talking about. Maybe so, I haven't really thought that 
question through. 

Question . 

(Garbled question) 


Answer; 

Question; 


I'm just talking about the individuals themselves. 
What do you mean by that? 


Answer: 

Well, I'm not sure what I mean by it but I will 
neither confirm nor deny that those names are accurate ones. 
Question; 

You said you were less clear in your mind about 
naming the correspondents and reporters who've been tapped? 
Answer; 


Because I can envision now how it might help 
them. But I can also envision under some circumstances how it 
might harm them. 

Question; 

Wouldn't Mr.Clyde Tolson make a useful witness 
in all this and has he been questioned? 

Answer; 

Yes, he was talked to I think it was Saturday. 
Most of the information was in by then and I don't think there 
was much he could have added. 

Question; 

Did Attorney General Kleindienst know about this? 
Before your Friday discovery? 


Answer; 


To the best of my knowledge he knew absolutely 
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nothing about this. 

Question ; 

Mr. Mardian dealt with Mr. Sullivan without telling 
Mr. Kleindienst? 

Answer : 

Mr. Mitchell was the Attorney General then. 


Question; 

Sir, you never told us whether the prosecutors 
looked at these papers at any time? 

Answer; 

I told you that to the best of my knowledge, the 
prosecution never saw any of these taps, in fact (interruption) 
Question: 

Somebody had to deal with these and write summaries 
they could have told the prosecutors or the prosecutors could have 
talked to them. 

Answer; 

I think that's what concerned the Judge, but I don't 
think it happened. 

Question ; 

Well, then I think the FBI is at great fault if you 
can't find out some more continuity in there on this. 

Answer; 

Well, I don't agree that the FBI's at fault. I'm 
not standing here as an apologist for the FBI, but I don't think 
they were at fault because what we are talking about is an individual 
in the FBI who took records and gave them to somebody in the Depart¬ 
ment who in turn transported them to the White House, and the FBI 
didn't know where they were. What is the FBI supposed to do? 
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Question: 

(Garbled) that the prosecutors never even had 
the summaries. That's very peculiar. 

Answer: 

This is precisely what is not allowed. You cannot 
give wiretaps of this nature for the purpose of leading to a 
prosecution, unless it's done under Title 3 of the Omnibus Crime 
Act and these taps were not done pursuant to that.That was the 
Judge' s point - that if there was any evidence used from these 
taps in the prosecution that tainted the evidence and would knock 
it out and since we weren't able to produce the records in time 
he couldn' t show whether it tainted the evidence or not and that was 
one of the bases on which he dismissed the case. 

Question : 

Mr.Ruckelshaus, could I go back to that clearing 
question for a moment. Specifically did you discuss with Mr. 
Kleindienst, Mr. Richardson or anybody at the White House including 
Dr. Kissinger the specific point of not revealing the 17 names? 
Answer: 

No, I did not. I did talk to several people in 
the hypothetical about revealing the names but it was none of the 
people that you mentioned. 

Question: 

Can you mention who you discussed this with then? 


Answer: 


No, I'm not going to reveal. As a matter of fact I 
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talked to one or two newsmen about it in the hypothetical , I didn' t 
tell them who the names were, but I said what would be your 
reaction just to find out if there was any chance that somebody 
might get hurt because of this and it's my judgement not to release 
those names, nobody elses. In my opinion, the potential while it 
may be remote, is nevertheless there and for that reason I'm not 
going to do it. 

Question; 

Can you give us a physical description of those 
files? How much room did they take up? How big are they? 

Answer; 

They are about 2 boxes like that. 

Question; 

Mr. Ruckelshaus, you've assured us that there 
are only 107 wiretaps operated by the FBI. Can you tell us how we 
can be so sure of that in light of the irregularities you have 
indicated? 

Answer; 

Those are the ones for which there are presently 
records in existence in the FBI. I am convinced that this is 
sufficiently out of the ordinary and that on May 4th when it came 
to my attention that allegations were being made that such taps 
existed, and I inquired within the FBI about their existence, there 
were those who knew of the fact that these taps had been on in the 
past and that something had happened to the records, at least they 
weren't in the general files of the FBI. They were sufficiently 
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concerned about it , about the fact that these records were 
missing, that I'm confident that what we have on record is what 
exists. If you'll read that history and read the other reports of 
how these taps are handled in the FBI, Mr. Hoover himself was very 
insistent that there be a specific authorization from the Attorney 
General Before any of these taps occurred, and for that and a 
variety of reasons I am confident that this is all the taps there 
are. Now I'm not saying there aren't other taps in the country. 
There are other police agencies, the state police and the local 
police that have authority under state and local ordinances to 
perfom electronic surveillances. There are probably some illegal 
taps taking place by private individuals, but as far as the FBI is 
concerned, I'm confident that the nvimber I've given you is the 
number there are. 

Question ; 

Do you have any idea why the President chose to go 
outside the FBI to conduct his own investigation? 

Answer : 

No, I've seen in Mr. Krogh's affidavit that the 
speculation that it was because of Mr. Hoover's friendship with 
Mr. Marx, Dr. Ellsberg's father-in-law, the files don't indicate ... 
The FBI was continuing with this investigation as best I can 
determine from those files there was simply an alerting of the 
Director of the FBI that the White House was interested and that 
Mr. Krogh was the contact point there in the whole Pentagon papers 
matter. The FBI investigation continued and continued until the 
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trial started last February. 

Question ; 

Mr. Ruckelshaus, may I ask you about this device 
in Mr. Halperin’s house. Was this device in Mr. Halperin's house 
the kind of bug that would hear conversations inside the house 
whether or not the telephone was being used? 

Answer; 

No it is not. This is a telephone tap and not a 
microphone inside the .. 

Question ; 

So there was no burglary involved here? 


Answer; 

Question; 


No. 


(Garbled question) 


Answer; 


The summaries were done primarily under or by 
Mr. Sullivan. Under his direction or by Mr. Sullivan. 

Question ; 

Were these other taps on the home phones or office 
phones or both of the other people involved? 

Answer; 

Well, that question's been asked once before. I 
think it varied. I think there were some on the home phones and .. 
again, you'd have to review this entire set of records in order 
to be accurate about it. 
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Question; 


Didn't you just do that? 


Answer: 


No we haven't. These records are very volximinous 
and complicated and .\jntil ’ they are reviewed very carefully 
answering that kind of specific question is very difficult. 
Question ; 

Was there any explanation by Mr. Sullivan why he 
felt that Mr. Hoover might use the material against the 
Administration? 

Answer; 


No, now Mr. Sullivan did not affirm that. Mr. 
Sullivan doesn't confirm that that was his reason for approaching 
Mr. Mardian. He said he approached him because he felt ... because 
of the extreme sensitivity of the records themselves. That was 
his response. What I said in my statement is what I believe, in 
quoting Mr. Mardian, is what I believe is the most logical explana¬ 
tion of V7hy the records were taken to the White House. I think 
that's the reason. It probably is impossible to prove thAtithat 
was the motive but I think that's the precise reason why they were 
taken there. 

Question; 

Are you going to make a supplementary statement at 
some point to answer a number of these questions that depend on 
your examination of these files? 

Answer; 


As far as explaining what happened, the explanation 
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I've given today is complete. Now as far as answering every 
question anybody can think up about this problem, I would ... 

(interruption) 

Question ; 

Could you tell us if there was a violation after 
you’ve reviewed the facts. You said you were going through a 
review now or ordered one to see if a law or regulation had been 
broken. If you find that out will you make a supplementary state¬ 
ment? 

Answer: 

Well, not necessarily. If there's been a law 
broken, it would be referred to the Justice Department just as any 
law that we find that is broken is so referred and it's not up 
to the FBI to make a determination as to whether a Grand Jury is 
convened or a prosecution is held, it is up to the FBI to enforce 
its ov/n regulations and to the extent any of those regulations may 
have been violated and I don't know of any regulations, with the 
possible exception of Mr. Sullivan. 

Question; 

Are you going to give us a report when you finish 
this evaluation? 

Answer ; 

Well, I don't know that another report would add 
much if I conclude that it would, why I will give another report. 

Let's have one last question please. 
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Question: 


Would you refuse to reveal these 17 names to 
the Senate investigating committee? 

Answer: 

In my present frame of mind, yes. 


Thank you. 
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PST F 

In view of your announcement on May 14, 1973, concerning 
the results of an official inquiry into the captioned surveillance and the 
disposition of records, I reviewed the law, applicable Executive Orders, 
and Department regulations to determine whether there appeared to be any 
violation of law based on the facts presented in your statement. My 
opinion is that the facts presented do not establish a violation of law. 


Title 18, United States Code, Section 641, provides that 
whoever, without authority, disposes of any record of the United States or 
of any department or agency thereof, shall be fined not more than $10,000, 
or imprisoned not more than 10 years, or both, if the record is valued in 
excess of $100. The facts presented indicate thsit the Attorney General of 
the United States was consulted, therefore, the disposition of the records in 
this matter must be viewed as having been made with authority. Section 641 
would not be applicable. 


Title 18, United States Code, Section 798, prohibits the 
furnishing of information concerning the communication intelligence 
activities of the United States to an unauthorized person. Communication 
intelligence in the statute is defined as all procedures and methods used in 
the interception of communications and the obtaining of information from such 
communications by other than intended recipients. The term unauthorized 
person in this statute means any person who is not authorized to receive 
classified information by the President. Again, the facts indicate that the 
documents involved in tMs matter were received by the Assistant Attorney 
General of the Internal Security Division and by officials in the White House. 

( There is no indication in the facts presented that the action taken by 
Mr. Sullivan resulted in furnishing classified material to any unauthorized 
person. Therefore, Section 798 would not apply. 

1-Mr. Mintz ' ^ 


JAMimfd / 

( 2 ) 

JUN^C 1973,\/ ' 


MAY 2-9 1973 



CONTINUED - OVER 





Memorandum to the Acting Director 
Re: ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 


During the time period May, 1969, through the Summer of 
1971, when the files were apparently furnished to Assistant Attorney 
General Mardian, the applicable Executive Order was Executive Order 
10501. Section 6 of that Order provided detailed instructions concerning 
the custody and safekeeping of classified material. In siimmary, it required 
that such material be kept in a secure safe. The facts indicate that the 
material was discovered in a safe in the White House, therefore, it appears 
that the safekeepii^ requirement of the Executive Order was satisfied. 

Section 11 of Executive Order 10501 provides that the 
Attorney General shall personally render an interpretation of the regulations 
under Executive Order 10501 in connection with any problems arising out 
of their administration. The facts presented indicate that flie Attorney General 
was consulted and it would be a reasonable interpretation of the facts that the 
disposition of the records following such consultation was proper under the 
then Executive Order. 

Section 19 of Executive Order 10501 provided that the head of 
each department was to take prompt and stringent administrative action 
against any officer CE'employee determined to have been knowingly responsible 
for any release or disclosure of classified defense information or material 
except in the manner authorized by the Executive Order. Where a violation of 
criminal statutes may be involved that information was to be referred promptly 
to the Department of Justice. Therefore, it appears that the requirements 
of Executive Order 10501 were fully satisfied based on the facts presented. 

Orders of the Attorney General applicable at the time clearly 
reserved to the Attorney General discretion concerning custody and disposition 
of records of the bureaus and divisions of the Department of Justice. 

Attorney General Order 381-67, the provisions of which were codified in 
Title 28 of the Code of Federal Regulations, particularly in Section 16.12, 
required prior Attorney General approval for disclosure of Department files. 
According to the facts presented, tho action taken in transferring the file 
documents in this matter from the FBI to the Assistant Attorney General, 
Internal Security Division, and eventually to the White House, would have been 
proper where it was approved by the Attorney General. 

According to the facts presented, the removing of files from 

I the FBI without the approval of the Director of the FBI and transmitting 
those files to persons outside the FBI may have violated the internal practices 
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Memorandum to the Acting Director 
Re: ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 


i of the FBI, but it does not appear that the facts indicate there was a 
I' violation of law. No facts have been stated indicating files were 
destroyed or that they were furnished persons outside of the Executive 
Branch. Under these circumstances it appears that the authorization 

I of the Attorney General and the Assistant Attorney General of the Internal 
Security Division was sufficient ta&justify the disposition of the files recovered 
in the safe in the White House. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

For information. 
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Memorandum llOUTS 


IIIIIIIIIIIM 

t \ 131-i Callahan- 

illlM V llJJ-jiJir X^ifr-CIevebnd- 


Mr. E. S, -Miller 


5/18/73 


TMr. Callahan_ 

C)evel?r.ti.... 

Mr. Conrad_ 

Mr. Gebharrit — 

Mr. Jenkins_ 

Mr. Mar^all_ 

Mr. Miller, E.S. 


PROM , W. R. WannaUJ^Wo™oo™^j3^ 

^ liHiEJffi SHOWN OTHERWISE. 

SUBJECT rSEN,SITIVE COVERAGE PLACED 

AT THE REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE A 



Mr. Baise — 
Mr. Barnes L 


T: BiliJNSlTiVJi UUVJiRAUii: RDAUiUD • Clj^7 Mr. Bowers — 

AT THE REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE X S'.Emfl: 

At 2:25 p.m., 5/17/73, Inspector D. E. Moore, • 

Intelligence Division,:advised me he had just received a telephone call 
from Inspector Walters of the Inspeetioa Division. - Inspector Walters 
instructed that the original memoranda signed by former Attorney General 
John N. Mitchell authorizing technical surveillance (tesur) coverage of 
17 individuals involved h captioned matter’be delivered to the Office of 
^ Assistant Director Ivan Conrad together with a number of authorizations 
signed by Mr, Mitchell concerning tesurs he has approved in other cases. 

Mr., Conrad was to arrange for a handwriting comparison to establish 
whether Mr. Mitchell’s signature on the authorizaUons covering the 17 
individuals involved in this iwatt^oggphlj^e / 

on other authorizations. 

ft ^ . A- / v ^ 

• I personally went through two cartons of im terial relating to 

' captioned matter which material had been received from the White House 
on 5/12/73 and removed the following: . ■ 

* , ' . . s 

.(1) ' From a folder bearing tlie name ’’John Patrick Sears" a 
one-page memorandum for the Attorney General dated 7/23/69 and 
' captioned "RE: JOHN PATRICK SEARS, ^TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE 
REQUEST." 

• (2) Froin a folder captioned "Kalb, Marvin Leonard" a one-page 
■ memoranduni for the Attorney General dated 9/10/69 and captioned 

"RE: MARVIN LEONARD KALB." 

(3) An Acco-bound folder, the top serial on which was a 
meisiorandum for Mr. Sullivan dated 6/23/70 and timed 11:35 a. m., signed 
"Very truly yours, John Edgar Hoover, Director, ’’ and bearing over 
Mr, Hoover’s name the inked initials JEH. This folder contained various 
serials relating to authorizations for installation of tesurs in captioned 
- ".ih-atter, including authorizations signed ’JJohn N. Mitchell" concerning 

See Addendums, pa^s 2 and 3 ^ 

WRW:mah ^ MAY 2-9 
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Memorandum for Mr. Miller 

RE: SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED 

AT THE REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 


At appro xi Tnate lv 3:10 p.m. I deliv ered the afore-mentioned 
material to Special Agent ! 1 Number One Man to ^ 

Section Chief T. J. Smith, and instructed him to proceed to Mr. Felt’s 
Office, secure a number of original authorizations signed by former 
Attorney General John N. Mitchell, carry them together with the 
■’above-'Bnumerated'm'afeer'iai to Mr. Conra d’s Office -who would arrange for 
handwriting comparisons. Mr. | was instructed that he should be 

present at all times while these examinations were conducted and all 
material should be under his observation. 

_ /I 

ADDENDUM: 5/18/73 CEE’.mah 


b6 

b7C 




At 3:15 p. m., I proceeded to the Office of Associate Director 
W. Mark Felt. There I obtained from Miss j j the following 

electronic surveillance authorizations signed by former Attorney General 
JohnN. Mitchell: 


1 b / 


Approval dated 
Approval dated 12/23/69 

Approval dated 12/22/69 


Leibel Bergman 


Headquarters 


Leibel Bergman 


Approval daf^Ti7'l^/^'sr- 
Approval dated 12/17/6^ 
Approval dated 12/17/69^ 
Approval dated 12/17/691 i 
Approval dated 12/15/ 


I then proceeded to the Office cf Assistant Director Ivan W. 

Conrad where I spoke briefly with Inspector Briggs J. White who directed 
me to Section Chief Churchill F. • Downing. I then proceeded to Mr. Downing’s 
office where I meet with Messrs. Downing, Arthur E. Hegvold, and| __ 

I After a brief discussion as to the purpose of my viat, I went with 
Hegvold an d! [ to the office of Mr. James H. Mortimer where bg 

Hegvold an( j j conducted the necessary document examinations. 

The material which was examined was under my observation at all times. 

At approximately 4:35 p.m., I p roceeded to the Office of Associate Director 
F^elt, returned to Miss] ]the authorizations which I obtained there 
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Memorandum for Mr. Miller - 

RE: SENSITIVE COVERAGE PLACED 

AT THE REQUEST OF THE WHITE HOUSE 


earlier and are enumerated above. I then returned to my office with 
the other documents in my possession and they remained in my possession 
until given to Inspector W. R. Wannall at 6 p. m. 


ADDENDUM 


W. R. ‘V/ANNALL 


>pi. 


5/18/73 


WRW:mah b6 


Upon receiving the material as described above from SA | 

I immediately placed it back in the two cartons of material which had Deen 
received from the White House 5/12/73 from which it had originally been 


b7C 


extracted by me. 



A 
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Memorandum 

MB. FELT 
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h, M. WALTERS I 

r ^ 

firKSmV'E COVERtPLACED AT THE 
lUrqUESX OF 'JTHE WHITE HOUSE 


DATE: May 18, 1973 
T^.A/5 


Kfr.Fdt- 

Sir. Baker- 

Mr. CaMahan_ 

ktr. Clevela.'vi- 

Mr. Conrad- 

Mr. Gebharr- 

Mr. Jenkins_ 

Mr. Marshall_ ^'•' 

.\tilS&v-!LS.C 

Mr. Soyars- 

i'r, Thompson — 

Mr. Walters- 

Tele. Boom- 

Mr. Bdise- 



list results of interviews conducted during the Inspection 
iipeeial to reconstruct the missing sensitive files in this 
’iifcre recorded on Interview Report Forms (FD-302s). 

There are attached the original FD -302s which should be forwarded 
fes the lislelligence Division for review and thereafter filed in the special 
unit along with other memoranda dealing with thiS' matter. 

IIIIIIMIIBIIII B e^^ ^^^MI I I II 


Mr. Bames — 

Mr, Bowers_ 

Mr. Heringtoa . 
Mr. Conmy — 

i!r. Mintz- 

Mr. Eardley _ 
Mrs, Ihgaii_ 


ACnDN: 


This memorandum and attachments should be forwarded to the 
Tr«lelHgence Division for their review, thereafter to-be filed with other 
material in tM s matter. ^ 

Enclosures ^tscjqwiios 

HEREIHJS^^P«S£S ;^IED ESiCEPIi 

I - Mr. Miller 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVE' 


inVe®] 


crtJTO 


* ■r'S V'* 


’Dale nHrnn»grlpllon « 1973 


": ■ ■ |)uring interview of former United States Attorney General John G. 

Mitchel^, he was specifically asked if he had any inforimtion or knowledge 
• -concerning the. re cent disclosures and obvious leaks recently appearing in 
periodicals, specifically "Time” Magazine, Mitchell stated that Mark Felt 
of the FiSI was responsible for these leaks. When asked to further explain, 

, MLtchel^.atated he .could.not, .under any circumstances, divulge his sources 
concerning this but he felt they (the sources) were totally reliable. Mitchell 
; further itated he feels certain that former FBI Assistant Director W. C, 
Sullivanjhas also been responsible for some of these leaks to the news media. 








1 . . * * • - 




V " • * . 1 . 


AAl'rirV.-s-. 


20 Broad Street, New York Chty 


5/12/73 


. Wattjwmj 


This document i „-^?ains neither recommeadations nor conclusions of the FBI. U is the properly of the FBI and is looned to your agency 
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%■ “ ■* . , Special Clerk, Washington Field Office, advised 

that he was assignea to the Telephone Monitoring Section at the Washington 
;Field Office in 1969, 1970, and until mid-1971. He recalled that during this 

■ period of time he had occasion to moni tor a te lephone surveillance being ^ ^ 
.maintained on a Dr. Morton Halperin. | |said that he recalls that on 

..one occasion he saw another employee's log wherein an entry had been made 
that |h-a.d-^&taygd-with<Dr. ®alperih-over the weekend. During 

. this visit I E ade a call out of the Halperin res idence to a now unrecalled 

individual in an effort tol I 

^ ^ V'- 4 ■ b6 -■ 

■ • ■ . 1 I could not recall anything else concerning this log entry, and b7C 

■ that the only way he could fix a date to the call was that he believes this 

’ occurred before Halperin went to California to work at the Rand Corporation,. 

• which he thinks was in the Summer of 1970. , , - . / , • > ..-b .-j.- '. b 


meant nothing to him at ^ 

, his attention was directed ^ 


, • -I_I said that the name of meant nothing to him at 

■ the time he observed the name o n the log; however , his attention was directec 
to the information due to the fact I I 

I I cons'idered this to be -an unusual'Occurrence, inasmuch as Dr. Halperin 
:Was a member of the White House staff. / . • ■ ‘ 


■ did not Imow when the telephone surveillance on Dr, Halperin b7C 

was instituted or when it was discontinued, . . ;• . ■ 









FEDERAL BUREAU .OF 


DECLASSIFICATIOH AttTHOPITY DERIVID II 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATIOH GUIDE 
DATE 09-19-2011 



;|___I, Special Clerk, Waghingtoii Field Office (WFO), one 

of the two primary monitoring employees assigned to the task of monitoring the 
special White House request on wiretaps of certain members of the news media b6 
and of the White House staff, was reinterviewed. The purpose of this interview b7C 
was to more clearly pinpoint the monitoring termination date on this project 
whict ] [ previously estimated as mid-1971. . ‘ 

I I now recalls that on 2/21/71 he celebrated his 20th Anniversary in 
the Bureau and at that time had already been reassigned from the Telephone 
Monitoring Section to another section entailing wor.k outside the WFO building. 

He furnis hed a c opy of a memorandum (attached) dated 2/17/71 showing this b6 

transfer. I I recalls that this Whit§ House project was terminated about b7C 

two wee.ks before he was transferred. He recalls that during the two wee.ks . ^ . 
between the termination of this project and his transfer he was assigned to • ’ . ' 

another unrelated monitoring task in the WFO building.. concluded by b’ 

saying this is as close as he ..can come to giving a termination date to this project. 





ThiS' document contains neither recommendofions nor conclusions of the FBI. It'is the propertyof the FBI and is^ooned to yoor agency; 
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DECLASSIFICATIOJJ AUTHOMITY DERIVED FROK: 
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FD-302 (ScV. 11. .27-70) 




FEDERAL bO'REAU OF INVESTIGATION . , ' • ,; 

■ ■ .V- . V ... •• 


DECLASSIFICATION mITHORITY DIMMED 
FBI AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE 
DATE 09-19-2011 



. : Ddle oMranscrlption. 


*• ^ 



May 9. 1973 


Special Clerk, Washington Field Office, 


advised that he is assigned to the duty of monitoring telephone surveillances 
(wiretaps) main tained bv th e Washington Field Office and was so assigned in 


1969 and 1970. 


recalled that he monitored a telephone surveillance 


on a Dr. M orton Halperin, who was employed at the National Secur ity Coun cil. 


said that Dr. Halperin appeared to be a close friend of a[ 


as 


on occasion stayed at H alperin^s ho use overnight. He 
believes this was m late 1969 or early 1970. | ~1 does not recall any 

details relating to [visits with Halperin or in conversations b 6 

Halperin might have 
concerning 


had with other individuals contacting him by phone 


b n n 
/ ^ 


was unable to recall when the telephone surveillance 
on Halperin was originally placed or when.it was discontinued. 



intebiewed.. -Mav 1973 / Wushington!1 OlU'I ''b ' .'bf' 

ctor J. E. Zie{^and \\ May 9. 1973 

nl A cron y 


hv Inspector J. 


■ Special Agent 



_b6 

.b7C 


This docomeni contoins neither recommendalions nor exclusions ol the FBI. tt is the property ol tLe FBI ond is fodnp'd to your ogencyj 
il ond its., contents ore not to be .distributed outside your dgency. ' , , ^ / ■ > ^ !* ; 
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Fh^ERAL BUREAU OF INjVtBSlIC 


:i.QN. 


DECLASSIFICATIOW AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: 
FBI AUTOMATIC DKCLASSIFICATIOMf OTIDE 
DATE OS-lS-ZOIi 


Dale o( franscription, Mavis. 1973 


' ___[ Special Clerk, Washingt«n Field Office (WFO), 

®ne of the two primary monitoring clerks assigned te the task of monitoring 

the special White House request on wiretaps ©f certain members of the news b 6 

media and the Wliite House staff, was reinterviewed. The purpose ®f this ' b7C 

interview was to more clearl y pinpoint the monitoring termination date en 

this project which | previously estimated as January or February, 1971. 

'■ I_I recalls that he was transferred from the Telephone Monitoring 

Section t® another section about two weeks after this project ended. He recalls' 
that during that approximate two-week period he was assigned to another un-' 

•related monitoring prsject. He n©’.v knows, after seeing a copy of the interoffice - 
transfer memorandum dated 2/17/71,that his transfer was effective 2/22/71. . , -^ 7 ^ 

. • stated that this is as close as he can come to the exact termination 

date of this specia,!project, . .. 









Interviewed nn . 5/18/73 


Washington, D. C. 
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On May 11, 1973, Special Agent Robert H. Haynes, Supervisory 
fecial Agent, Intelligence Division, Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), 
was interviewed concerning Ms knowledge of possible wiretaps on newsmen 
. and Government officials between 1969 and 1971 which were conducted by 
the FBI at the request of the White House, • " .yr V : 


•During 1969 -and -up to -and'inciuding the present time -SA Haynes has 
been responsible for certain liaison functions between the FBI and the Wliite 


" House. 



.• It is SA Haynes* impression that sometime in 19’69 Assistant Director 

■ '.William C, Sullivan received requests from an official at the White House 
‘ ,by telephone for installation of wiretaps on unidentified individuals. He is 

' also reasonably certain that General Alexander Haig on the Wliite House st^f 

■ „ called him, Haynes, on one occasion for coverage on an individual whose 

identity is not now recalled by SA Haynes, SA Haynes passed this oral 
v.request on to Assistant Director Sullivan and has no knowledge as to what 
. further action might have been taken regarding it. . •. . . ..* .. . .. 


' *■ ^ ■ ■■SA Haynes knew that former' SA Bernie Wells was assigned by 

/ ' Sullivan to prepare letters to the White House regarding results of the wire- 
y taps. He thinks, but is uncertain as to dates, that he began delivering these 
. .letters to the "White House in the latter part of 1969. • ' / • 


•' * . •• With respect to the letters prepared by Wells, SA Haynes would get 
a telephone call from Miss Helen Gandy in the Director’s Office that she 
, vhad a letter for the "White House. Haynes would then go to Miss Gandy’s 
' office and pencil a note on the yellow file copy, '’Delivered by Liaison, " 

■ and note the.date and his initials. The.original, the only other copy, would 
V ; • - then be placed in an envelope and sealed. The letter would contain the 

■ name of the addressee. SA Haynes recalls that these letters were addressed 

« ■ in the beginning to Dr. Kissinger and later to H. R. Haldeman... SA Haynes 

.'' ■ also seemed to recall that during the early part of this program there were 

- dual original letters, one addressed to the President and one to Dr. Kissinger 


Washington. D 


erson and 





'dJcfoied. 
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r . 


. * * ' * * 


if this recollection is. 
or Haig's secretary, 


r.nrrect. both let ters were delivered to General Haig b7C 


-• .. SA Haynes had no recollection of any letters to the Attorney General 
in conne'ction with this •pTOgram''a'nd "sa'id'deliveries of any-such letters would 
have been handled out of the Director's Office. - ^ ^ b; 

Although SA Haynes said he had a chance to read the letters when he 
was initialling the file copies, he deliberately avoided doing so because of 
the sensitivity indicated concerning them. He said he merely wanted to 

• carry out his responsibility of personally delivering the letters to the offices 

• of the addressees.. In the event SA Haynes was on leave during the period 
of this program, the deliver ies of the letters would have probab ly been •' ' 


handled by his alternate, SA 


SA Haynes ■ 


has no idea as to the total number of letters delivered to the White House in 
•connection with this program but furnished the number of 40 as a rough 
estimate, b; 

■'in' regard to the letters to H. R. Halderman^,' SA Haynes recalled that ^ 
\he was required to personally put them into Haldeman's hand or his Deputy, 

1 As a practical matter all but one or two of these letters , , t>7C 
were handed to I I by Haynes. ' bV; I'’-b /*■ ‘ 


•'V;'.-, '■ SA Haynes has no knowledge of any correspondence regarding 
■^ authorization of these wiretaps but is satisfied in his own mind that the v/ire- 
‘ taps had been approved by the Attorney General. . . ' .y ..b-. v'-b,. . . 

•b , ..•• •/ Sometime after Sullivan moved into his office in the Justice Building 
and prior to Sullivan's ret irement. SA Haynes believes he got a telephone 
.call from! ' 

asked SA 


, Deputy to H, R. Haldeman,, "White House, who k>7C 
HayhOs tb come oy and pick up certain letters furnished to the 


White House regarding the sensitive coverage. SA Haynes has no idea as to 
what the circumstances were which prompted this action. • 


b.'^’. 'Upo^ arrival of SA Haynes at | ~| office, [ took from a safe bG 

'•in his office a folder which appeared to contain correspondence only from the b7C 
-FBI. 


wanted to return to the FBI the letters relating to the sensitive 
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coverage. These letters were intermingled with other FBI correspondence. b6 
SA Haynes sat down with and picked out those letters that related to. b7C 

sensitive coverage. He was able to do this, he said, by examining 
phraseology of the letters and utilizing experience and knowledge acquired 
through *23 years'service in the FBI. • - 

7/. • ;• Shortly thereafter, days or weeks, SA Haynes' best recollection is 
• that Sullivan told him Mardian had made arrangements for retrieval of the . ' . 
Presidential and Kissinger letters. In connection with these letters he 
recalls that there was a list on plain bond paper showing dates of the letters 
and to whom addressed, i. e., the President, Dr. Kissinger, or H. R. V/- ' 

Haldeman... SA Haynes then went to see General Haig who made available • 
his office file and SA Haynes secu red the letters. General Haig then ' 
referred SA Haynes to| [ Assistant to John Hflichman, regarding 

other letters. These letters were then obtained by SA Haynes and all of the 
•letters obtained from General Haig an d| [ were then returned to . 

William;C. Sullivan. .. .• •-"••.v • ’ 

■ Former SA Bernie Wells and SA Haynes checked against yellow file _ . 

•copies to account for all the letters. SA Haynes said there were also the -■ 
lists of names, and after checking the lists he feels there were definitely 
some letters missing. He thinks he might have gone back to the White House 
to check, but he is not sure about this. He does not know whether all letters 
;were eventually accounted for.- ■ .;. •.•• • • • •.. • >••. .. 

.7-. V.'. ' ■' V 

■■ -The last time Haynes saw these letters was in Sullivan's office in the 
Justice Building within a month or so before Sullivan's retirement. 

•' •- •.■ SA Haynes has no knowledge concerning the circumstances which 
brought about the discontinuance of these y^iretaps other than possibly a lack 
of productivity. . . l .■..•.• '.V V b'.' .''7-' ' 

‘ :••.' -SA Haynes has no knowi^ge concerning the removal of the records . 
from the FBI regarding this,sensitive coverage but suspects that if the 
.records were removed they would have been transferred to the then • 

Assistant Attorney General Mardian, who SA Haynes believes had some , .' •. 

' interest in getting the records from the White House. , ... .. / b,"• v-' 


■■ :b^;V •’■■.'b' -.'‘K-'i...'';-.:' ••-: :•• • ' 7 -s'; '■ 

■' '■ “■ ■- ■ 'i 3'-. • • '■■■ - ' ' 










' SA Haynes stated that at the time he and SA Wells inventoried the 

. ■. - original White House summaries he did not recall seeing any correspondence 
. • '• from the Attorney General to the FBI or from the FBI to the Attorney General. 
- He has no knowledge as to whether or not the Department Of Justice • 
-summaries were-eve-r inventoried by Wells or JMr.-Sullivan. ' .• 
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i Dal© of Iranscrlpllon, 


[av 9, 1973 


William C, Sullivan, Director, Office of National Narcotics 
Intelligence, U. S. Department of Justice (formerly Assistant to the 
Director, FBI) after having been advised of the nature of the inquiry by 
interviewing Agents, requested that all questions concerning this matter 
be directed to him In writing. He stated he would then,, to the best of 
Ms ability, answer-'each question presented. , 


Interview was concluded at this time. . 



fflnlerviewed 


May 9, 1973 


Washington, D. C. 


Special Agent^, O'. Watt 


[ay-9, 1973 


Inspector N. !l^. Sr^ es a-n d ' 1 

Special Agent^, oTWatt ^ ■ • '• - • ■ ’ 

^ This document contoins neither recommendations nor conclusions ‘of the FBI, (t is the properly df-the FBI pnd is looped to your agency; 
I d ond its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. .. r, -**'■* - ' . 
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Dote o^ lranscr}pMon_ May 14. 1973 


• Mrs.I was interviewed on May 7, 1973, by b7C 

inspector William A. Memcke and Special Agent E. T. Zinn in her office in 
■■ the Intelligence Division, FBI, located at Ninth and D Streets, Washington, 

;.D. C. • . ' , b ' . 

"r- ' . ‘ ■ b . Mrs. was advised at the onset of the interview that the 

reason for this interview was to determine all information she may possess ]^ 7 q 
■ • regarding a very special wiretap program which v/as placed on White House 

’■■■' - ' employees and members of the news media during the period 1969 “ 1971. 

-This program was under the control of Assistant Director William C, Sullivan 
•V and analysis of the wiretap logs was done by Supervisor Bernard Wells under 

.specific orders of Mr. Sullivan. , • ^ c ; • . 

> ■ ■; - ‘' She advised she was] |Mr, Sullivan during the 

. period 1969 through July, 197U, when Mr. Sullivan became Assistant to the 
- • >5- Director. She said she handled mainly administrative functions in " 

Mr, Sullivan's outer office. This was mainly a coordinating function regard- 
. t ■ ing the activities of secretaries and clerks in Mr. Sullivan's front office. b6 

- She said she had no direct knowledge of the wiret ap program in qu estion. b7C 

:/l- ' - She said she had general knowledge of the fact that ] | and | ~ 

» I I worked on a special program for Mr. Sullivan that had to do v/ith 

wiretaps and that they took dictation from Mr. Wells on this program, ’ • - - 

7 -. : —V • . She said she took no dictation on this project that she could recall, 

b ;* did no typing and did not file any material concerning this project.. She said . 

. 7 she took very little dictation from Mr. Sullivan on any matters as her duties 

- ■ were mainly administrative. The dictation she did take was usually con¬ 
cerned with speech matters in which Mr, Sullivan was involved. She also 
■ '• ' ■ ..-took his outside formal correspondence. She insisted she had no direct 
' b knowledge of any phase of the special program Mr. Sullivan was running. . 

b: ■ ■: . Mrs.I [recalled that in 1969 and through July, 1970, a sealed 

7 r:; envelope arrived frorn the Washington Field Office of the FBI almost every b6 
. _dav whi ch she surmised was connected with this wiretap operation. Mrs, b7C 
'b .V I I said she never opened this envelope and simply took it into Mr, . - - 


•Interviewed dn_ 


..'•■.Inspector William A. Mei^ill^^id 


bv ._. SA E. T. Zinn:gms^^j^/ ' _--JV[ayLAl,..--19jL3— 

This^ document tonlams- neither recommendolions nor ol the FBI and ir. loaned to yoor agency; 

it jond its'contenfs ore not to be distributed outside your ogency. \ ; “ -•% * \ • 
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Sullivan’s office for his attention. ' 

. She was asked specifically if when filing Mr. Sullivan’s correspond- 
. ence and speech matters she noticed any wiretap logs or any written material 
V. thatpe-rtained to this very special project. ‘She replied, '’No.” • • 

■ - She was specifically asked if she could recall taking any dictation at 

•'•.all in connection with requests of the Attorney General’s authorization for 
wiretaps in this project. . She saidj "None that I can recall," 

■f ■, •.She said she took dictation or was a secretary to Mr. Sullivan for 
■- many years. As best as she could recall, this dated back to when 
'/Mr, Sullivan was a Unit Chief in the Domestic Intelligence Division. • 


’ '■ Mrs. 


was asked if she has had any contact with Mr. Sullivan 


. sirice he left the FBI. She said she has had contact with him but refused to 
'.disclose tlie nature of these contacts or the conversation-wMch took place. 






'V. sr- ' A. 
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. • Donald E, Moore, Number One Man, Intelligence Division, was 

.interviewed by Inspector William A. Meincke and Inspector's Aide E. T. 
'■’■Zinn. '.At the onset of the interview Mr, Moore was advised that he was 
, "being contacted regarding any direct knowledge he possessed concerning 
..alleged wiretaps of White House officials and members of the news media, 
which were instituted during the period 1969 through 1971» 


1 , - Mr, Moore advised that he was generally aware of the existence of 
•V'; a very special program supervised directly by former Assistant Director 
; • , - William C. Sullivan and Bureau supervisor Bernard Wells, He was 

>».; • . specifically asked whether or not he was briefed or present at a conference 
' ■;concerning the alleged wiretap. He advised that he could recall no specific 
: briefing nor did he attend a conference concerning this matter but said 

■ - ' "emphatically that he was aware of the existence of the program. He advised 

‘that it was his understanding that the purpose of the wiretaps was to deter- 
. • v' ■ mine the existence of leaks dealing with National Security Council informa- 

"tion, "Mr, Moore said that he was unaware of any newspaper people being 
• ■ . involved and felt that the taps, were solely on employees of the White House, 

^ ‘He advised he could not now recall how he learned of these facts, 

': ' ■. He advised that he had no direct dealing with the special program 

.i.-nor did he handle any logs or paper work resulting from the program with 
' ' ‘ the exception of one occasion, Mr, Moore stated that as best as he could 
' j;.' ■ recall this occurred in 1970, when he was Number Two Man in the Intelli- 

' " gence Division. He said th^ Assistant Director William C, Sullivan had left 

■ "'y ' Washington to make a speech, possibly in Chicago, and Mr, Sizoo, the 

■ .; r ■ Number One Man, was either on leave or away from the Division for an 

' official reason. During this period of time, which was approximately three 
: • days,. Mr, Moore advised that he was placed in charge of the Division by 

.• Assistant Director William C, Sullivan, Prior to Mr, Sullivan^s leaving to 
.. A" •‘■ make, the speech he advised that Mr, Moore should be particularly alert for 
. •••• • any information arising from the program handled by Supervisor Bernard 

^ Wells. Mr. Moore advised that he was given no specific information con- 

■ ' ' •. • cerning the program although he knew it. was the program concerning wire- 

'■ Y’'' - taps a.t the White House, - 
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' Mr, Sullivan said that if anything "startling” resulted from the pro- .. 

, • gram that he, Mr. Moore, was to call Miss Gandy, Mr. Hoover^s . -■ 

secretary, immediately and relay the information to her. Under no circum- 
■.. . ; -^stances was he to advise Assistant to the Director CarthaD, DeLoach. No 
; ' dther instructions were given by Assistant Director William C. Sullivan and 
• . -no instructions were given concerning other dissemination or reducing logs 
V ■ to any other form of Bureau communication. He advised that he recalls that 
. -j ■' logs, possibly two or three pages, pertaining to the program did come to his . 

/ • ’ ".attention during this three-day period; however, they contained no "startling” 

V', y information and, therefore, it was unnecessary to relay the information to 
•' c Miss Gandy, ‘ v;. 

. Moore advised that this information came to hini in a sealed 

‘S'--'I. ■■ - envelope. He said that as best as he could recall it was either delivere d to 
- v' -'V- him by ^ pervisor Bernard Wells or Mr. Sullivan^ s | | ' b6 

; • V! ,/• He advised that due to the time lapse he could npt be sure of . •• b7 C 

’ - 'pi'eciseJLy who made this delivery. • . '••C. 


i ^5, 0 -. -' He said after he read the logs and noted no "startling" information 

• ‘*-7 ■ • h’e rese'aled the logs and left them for Mr. Sullivan’s attention upon his return. 

■' He advised that this was strictly normal procedure and he left the sealed 

• . ■ envelope, along with other communications, which would normally be left 

:. y ■}' - for Mr, Sullivan’s attention on his return from official trips, b r 

■■ .b /*’• Mr. Moore was asked specifically as to where Mr. Sullivan filed 
•' - ;. V’.this material or if the file was in fact maintained at all. Mr. Moore said 
•! ■■■>-he had no firsthand information concerning the filing of this material except 
- . ■ i 7 .that he knew it did not leave the front office and was not handled or filed in 

..bb.. "• ' normal course of Bureau business. He said he thought that Mr. Sullivan 
-;‘V: ;• kept this in his desk as a separate file -r- beyond that, he had no further 
; inform^ion, •; b-" • 7, ' b/ / 

''bb: ,'He was asked who in the front office of the Intelligence Division may 

• ' ! "have further information concerning this matter or who may have actually 

’ . 'y.r. , .handled written communications concerning these wiretaps. Mr. Moore said 

• -;V- ‘-of his own personal knowledge he did not know specifically who handled the 

•. b’.information; however, he said that Mr, Sulliv^ frequently dictated 









, - extremely sensitive inform ation and communications to his owi 

, and on many other occasions specifically 

• _ -n ^ ■ 


,n[ 


'X.•' reauesteg the services~ofhis. Moore's, f 


It was his 


recollection that the latter two .secretaries were designated by Mr. Sullivan 
. to type any communications resulting from this program, . ’. . , . 


, j . .Mr, Moore also advised that Mr, Sullivan's Number One Maru 

, • : ’; Joseph'Sizoo, would have been in a position to know about the program had 
V • Assistant Director Sullivan taken him into his confidence, Mr. Moore said 
•..'.that he knew for a fact that Supervisor Bernard Wells was involved in the 
: ’ program and actually handled it for Assistant Director Sullivan. ; 


, Mr. Moore said that he is sure that there were other individuals in 
" :- V the Intelligence Division who learned of the program but.to his Imowledge 
' ! ^.-Vnone were in a position to know any factual information. Their information . 
■ derived mainly from rumor. ' . . , ■ ' ’ V-v * , 




•■f.'V- v • la summation, Mr, Moore advised that he did not know the specific 
^ identity of any official in the Department of Justice or the FBI responsible 
. for carrying out this very special program other than the individuals 
■mentioned above. He said that he did not know the names of any newspaper 
-' men or White House officials on whom the wiretaps were allegedly placed. 

Mr, Moore said that for the short period of time, three days, that he had 
■ anything to do with the program, although he saw logs, he could not now 
.remember the identities of the individuals named in the logs. He advised . 
that he did not know the dates the wiretaps were placed and could only esti- 
= mate the date they were discontinued as on or about June, 1971, Mr. Moore 
. : reiterated that he knew of no existing documentation nor any files pertaining 
to this very special program. • . 


; /■. • Donald E. Moore, during the course of an interview, advised that 
\ during the period of time the wiretaps were in existence Mr, Sullivan was 
"visited on numerous occasions by individuals from the White House. Donald 
.. Moore was asked the identity of these individuals, to which he replied 
"General Haig” and "Torn Houston, ” He was asked specifically whether or . 
. 'not he Imew the purpose of these visits. ^o^or^-rreplie'|-j"j^jO read the taps. ” 


S, ■> t. 
























: ; - Mr. Moore immediately corrected himself and said that it was only 
- ■ - his presumption that these individuals came to review the results of the 
■ wiretaps. He insisted that he had no firsthand knowledge that the above two 
individuals did in fact review the taps, . • . .. 



■" *■ ' He said, however, that it would not be unusual inasmuch as the 

' • taps were approved by Mr. Hoover. Assistant Director Sullivan, therefore, 
•i :.;,would disseminate the information to interested parties in the Wliite House. 
Mr. Moore assumed that General Haig and Tom Houston were there 
'specifically for that purpose. • ' ■ ' • 
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-j'/.- • - Dnte nf IrnnscrlpKon ]V[3.y 8 f _1973 _ . 


•■ John J. McDermott, Special Agent in Charge, Washington Field 
Office, furnished the following information: • . ; . ' ' : 

,' ’ ' ■ ■ McDermott advised that he was Assistant Special Agent in Charge 

in the Washington Field Office prior to and up until April, 1969, when he 
was transferred as Special Agent in Charge of the Alexandria Field Office. 

During this period of time, McDermott stated he had never heard 
any talk or information about wiretaps on members of the White House 
spdt or of members of nev;s media. McDermott stated that he returned 
as Special Agent in Charge of Washington Field Office on October 24, 1972. 
About two months latp>r hp w as in,a conference on another matter with 
Supervisor 


_at which time information was called to his 

attention that tlm Wh ito House had expressed concern over leaks to the 
news media. indicated that he had received instructions from a 

. Domestic Intelligence Division representative, who I ~| did not identify, 
to institute wiretaps, I [ instructions were received by telephone and 


.b6 

b7C 


he was told in the strictest terms there would be no of ficial record made 


of this request in the Washington Field Office. 


advised that these 


instructions had been received over a year previously. .. ; 

■ • McDermott stated although he has no personal knowledge of the 
wiretaps, the personnel within the Washington Fiel d Office who would 
have complete knowledge of this operation would be[ 

t 1 t j • T j- _ *1 _I-— . 


Ernest Belter, now retired; and two Special Clerks who hand led all 
technical coverage on these special taps according to | i As far as 

_ I""" ... 1 - J * •j.t 


b6 

b7 




the mechanics of the technical coverage, | [ has all information within 


his possession. McDermott advised that as far as he knows there is no 
documentation or record of any kmd on this matter in the Washington 
Field Office files. • ... ’ 

McDermott stated that at the time in 1969 he was Assistant Special 
Agent in Charge in Washington Field Office, Joseph Purvis was the Special 
Agent in Charge and Purvis was transferred on or about June 4, 1970, to 


^fiewed on.1. May 7. 1973 

- Inspector Joseph 

! Q Special Agent 


Washington, D. C. 


••• File #. 


ZieL-4nd ^ \\_ diooicd_ 
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• . V ; '.the Savannah Office at which time Ed Tully was designated Special Agent 
• ■ ■ in Charge at Washington Field Office and he remained for only three or 
• ■. • ■ * four weeks in this position before retiring. Tally was followed by Special 

,. 'Agent in Charge Kunkel, who held the Special Agent in Charge position until 
.October, 1972, McDermott advised also that the Assistant Special Agent 
in Charge of the Washington Field Office subsequent to his tenure there was 
■'; 'Ed Campbell who is now an Inspector assigned to the Training Division at 
Quantico, Virginia. Campbell held the Assistant Special Agent in Charge 
. ■ ^ .at Washington Field Office position imtil January, 1973, when he was 

. '.'replaced by present Assistant Special Agent in Charge Bill Williams, 
i-'.'. -McDermott feels that Belter would be in a position to furnish complete . 

'■ ■ .details of any wiretaps and although recently retired he would fully cooperate 

. -in this confidential matter as he is an unimpeachable man of integirity. 
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, ; On May S, 1973, Russell H. Horner, Supervisor in Charge, 

Special Records and ReMed Research Unit, Intelligence Division, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, was interviewed concerning possible knowledge 
of wiretaps conducted 1^^ the FBI at the request of the White House. Special 
Agent Horner furnished the following information: ' . • • •' 


” From about-May, 1968, until July 3G, ■1971, SA Horner worked in 
‘ the same imit with foi'mer Special Agent Befnie Wells. As a result of this 
. • •• ■ association SA Horner became aware that the FBI was mamtaining an 
' '■ v. ' unknown number of wiretaps on individuals, unknown to SA Horner, at the 

^ request of the White House, He learned that Bernie Wells had been assigned 
■ to handle the results of these wiretaps which he un(lerstood involved sensitive, 

• / high-level national security matters. He believed he was told by Wells that . 

= . \ .these wiretaps had been requested by President Nixon, ■ 

'-j . -.V. ; -Through Wells SA Horner learned that Wells had been assigned by 

then Assistant Director William C, Sullivan to review the logs of these • . 

- wiretaps and dictate memoranda. SA Horner believes W^ells was assigned . 
r • exclusively to -this task. Wells indicated to SA Horner that these wiretaps 
‘j'' were of an extremely sensitive nature and information concerning them was 
•tightly held within the FBI on a strict need-to-know basis. According to 
. . . .^A Horner, Wells was extremely cozy about these wiretaps and never fur- . 

■ ’ nished any specific information concerning them to him. , • • ' ;■ 

• .i' - ' SA Horner's best recollection is that Wells was involved in these 

■; wiretap activities from.about the latter part of 1970 through sometime in 
. js-’ ■1971 prior to William C, Sullivan's, retirement. 

v'>. •- ' . ■ ■ 

.• '■ i SA Horner never became aware of the identities of any of the indi- 
• ; viduals on whom wiretaps had been placed at the request of the White House; 

never substituted for Wells in the handling of any aspects of these wiretaps; 

.;; - '= and has no knowledge as to the nature of any communications which were 
-.prepared in connection with their authorization, transmittal of results, or 
-••^-discontinuance. It was his impression that any communications prepared 


were being routed through regular Bureau channels but on a high level. No 















■ \ one else handled the project in SA Wells^ absence* The material was main- 


' tain'ed in Mr. Sullivan's office until he returned, at which time SA Wells 
reviewed it. •. • . • , ‘ • • 

The only occasion SA Horner actually saw any logs which Wells was 
■ /.'.reviewing was sometime in 1971 prior to Sullivan's retirement. He recalled 
/'. there was some type of crisis and Wells called him into Sullivan's office to 
' '‘review two folders of logs to see if some name, not now recalled, was ' 
s' 'mentioned. Wells told him that Sullivan had cleared him to assist on this 
-.^one occasion because of the urgency of the matter. SA Horner does not now 
,f:' '.recall the identities of any of the individuals involved in the logs or any • . 

' other information contained in them. ;.-r. '' . 
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Do !e^orfr*Jj^i'c r tpMo n, May 9. 1973 


SAl 


nished the following information: 


Supervisory Intelligence Division fur- b7C 


' Approximately one week after the death of Director Hoover he was 
instructed by William Branigan, Section Chief, Intelligence Division, to 
report to Mr. Felt's Office for assignment. T his assign ment consisted of 
inventorying and cateloging the contents of what ] [ recalls as approxi¬ 

mately twelve drawers of file m aterial which apparently had been in 


] stated that there was no alphabetical, 


Mr, Hoover's Office. _ 

chronological or other order apparent to the contents of these drawers. 
However, he did advise that Miss Gandy had two index boxes of three by five 
.cards y/hich referred to the material in these cabinets but from which it was 
very difficult and practically impossible to locate the documents in the 
cabinets. After rearranging most of this mat erial over a three week period 
and excluding anagram and training material, inventoried the con¬ 

tents of each drawer and placed that inventory in the front of each drawer,. • 
He then subsequently arranged the contents of the drawer inventories in an 
alphabetical listing which consisted to the best of his recollection of about 
25 pages and which he then turned over personally to Mr. Felt, He made no 
‘ extra copies of this alphabetical inventory nor of the inyentorj^ contained in 
each drawer. Furthermore, he person all y destroyed all notes that he used 


b6 

b7C 


m dictating to stenographers [ 


an( 


dt 


of the Intelligence 


Division, as well as their stenographer notes. 


Eii going over all of the contents of these drawers 


stated that 


he did not read each and every piece of correspondence in the folders or 
envelopes since much of the material was very .old and had little interest to 
current operations of the Bureau. He recalled absolutely no correspondence 
anywhere relating to wiretaps on individuals of the White House staff or 
members of - the news media either recently or in the distant past. He does 
remember three or four brown sealed envelopes that belonged to former 
Assistant Dir ector Sull ivan and the contents therein involved Dr, Martin 

Luther King, _observed the contents of these envelopes because he 

. recalls resealing the envelopes and placing his initials on same. He 
observed a folder on former Attorney General John Mitchell; however, in 
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io,e.viewad May 7, 1973 Washington, pyc, 

. SA Joseph E, Zie^^d * 
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reviewing this folder recalls nothiag significant to wiretaps. There was only- 
one folder concerning President Nixon and thi s folder co ntained President • 
Nixon’s Special Agent applicant investigation. | [ could recall no 

folders or envelopes relating to any recent members of the White House staff, 
.the White House in general or the Attorney General’s-Office. He did recall . 
folders on some former Attorney Generals such as McGrath and Biddle, 


t 
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“ • Miss Edna Holmes, 2700 North Fillmore Street, Arlington, 
Virginia, was personally interviewed on the afternoon of May 11, 1973,. 
by Inspector Gordon E. Malmfeldt and Special Agent Fern C. - 
Stukenbroeker regarding her knowledge of procedures utilized during 
the period of 1969 through 1971 in handling requested authorization for . 
wiretaps from the Attorney General. 


■ ‘ ■ ‘ She was specifically questioned about any coverage authorized 

on White House and news media personnel. Miss Holmes said she had •. 
-no recollection of any such authorization. She explained that on very 
• sensitive requests she would receive a sealed envelope from Miss Gandy 
- to be delivered to the Attorney General’s office and was not aware of the 
'contents but delivered the envelope to a secretary in the Attorney 
. .General’s office and did not wait for any response. On normal authoriza- 
tion requests for security and organized crime wiretap matters, 

-r-; Miss Holmes said she was given a copy of the request which she held 
' • in her office until the original was returned from the Attorney General’s 
" office. In such situations, the Attorney General’s secretary would call 
her indicating that the reply could be picked up. She 'stated that-five 
occasions at the most involved the sealed envelope procedure and that 
^' .-"this number was purely a guess. She kept no records of the requests 
once they were approved and no record whatever of the situations where 
she merely carried over a sealed envelope. In essence, she was a 
v. .-.messenger between the Director’s and Attorney General’s offices. 






Inspector G. E. Malmfeldt and _ 


Special Agent F. C. Stu^^broeker:bhg 
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furnished the following: 


■ : ■ v' : ,• ; . _.b6 

• ■ . ■ hi r 

Special Clerk, Washington Field Office (WFO), 


■ He was’ assigned to the Telephone Monitoring (wiretaps) Section in 

1969 and recalls that in May or June, 1969, a special project was instituted 
to discover a,possible leak arising from employees workiiig within the 
White House. He was contacted by former supervisor Er ne st Belter, now 
retired, and was told that he would relieve P [ and I 

pn.occasions on this project.' He was instructed that the FBI would not 
follow’their usual instructions in that he was to make only one copy of a log 
. instead of the usual four or five; he was not to initial the log, which is ^ 

standard procedure; and he was to erase any tapes in these matters. He was ^ 
. • instr-ucted by Belter not to discuss this .proj ect with anyone a nd all logs were 
. to be. collected on a daily basis and given to | | supervisor in 

•.••charge of security matters, in the WFO. He knew that the logs were then 
' hand carried to the Domestic Intelligence Division (DID) at Ninth and D Streets. 

' He received the definite impress ion'that this sensitive project was 
.‘instituted by former Assistant Director William Sullivan as on one occasion 
he recalls he personally delivered an envelope containing the results of the 
wiretap to the DID. He was told to deliver the package for the attention of . 
Assistant Director Sullivan, He recalls turning over the package to an 
: employee with the instructions that this data be. immediately furnished to 
'..Sullivan, . . _ ■ . ..' , ; ' - ■ • . • 


b6 

b7C 


He formed the definite impression that General Haig was the person 
to whom the FBI was furnishing the results of the wiretaps. He could not 
explain why or how he received this impression. To the best of his 
knowledge the monitoring of telephones continued for about one year and a 
..‘half having been terminated sometime in 1971, but he cannot recall the months 
inor dates. .'’•V'-bb-.■ 

■ . ■ ; , ’ In connection with the wiretaps,'_specifically recalls ’ b7C 

..wiretaps were placed on the home telephone numbers of each of the follow¬ 
ing individuals: r ■ -v ' ' ’b; ■■ • 


interviewed nn ' MaV 8 . 197 ^ 

• ■ , SA Joseph E. ZieKian d 
K„- SAI Le 


o, Washington. D. C, 


IjD r^r iuu i i’i ^ .> 


.Oote dJctoted. 


'.. ;b6 

Mav 11, 1973 b7C 


• •• U'' ’ * 

This documeni contains neither recommendotions nor conclusions ot tne FBt. It is^ the properTT* ol the F8I and is loaned to y.our ogency; 
’ -it "end its contents ore not to be distributed outside-your agency,. ■ \ ‘ ^ \ "b * • 1 





■'Henry Brandon 
. ' ■ . - ' Dr, Morton Halperin • 

; • ■ , ■ • , ■ Tony Lake 

. V ' Daniel Davidson 

William Safire 
A’ , V; Winston 1^ 

1 Colonel Robert Rirsley 


."Marvin Kalb ' -. 

'William Beecher • ' . 

i,-. Ambassador Richard F. Pedersen 
. ' John Patrick Sears ' 

'./Richard Moose • ■ ' 

.. Helmut Sonnenfeldt ' ■ • 


■ In connection with the information thati 


Joverheard and/ 


'.. or- logged in connection with each of the above wiretaps, the following 
7 information is set out to the best of his recollection: . • .^ 


. Heniy Brandon: 


/ be 
b7C 



■’OTHER 




' . t' * , - 


Brandon was single when the wiret ap was first 


instituted but later married a woman nicknameq 


who 


appeared to be involved in the social set in Washington, D. C, 



,Dr. Morton Halperin: 



Sealed pursuaht to U.S. CoCirt 
Order • ' ‘ 




iillvV’--' - . -■ 

[ I a iu 














■■ ' Sealed iDursuant'to U:S.’Court 

Colonel Robert Pursley: Pursley.,- who l9r6i®TDecame a . 



-Marvin Kalb: Newsman. CBS, who would contact ^ 

;-y - ■ • I but nothing ever signifi- 

.-C/ c^t pertaining to the wiretap. ■ . 


■ William Beecher: He was a newsman who would make several 

phone calls in connection with his business 
- but nothing significant recalled. . , -'i'C.;' 



•• and recalls the name but believes no activity 
• .-..•y r '' was ever reported on this niani ■ ’ 




;• any information received that would be considered a breach of the national 
- -security of conversations he overheard on the telephone monitoring, 




>o 
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. [ fecial Employee, Washington Field Office (WFO), 

advised that he was instructed in 1969, exact dates nor month not recalled, 
by Ernest Belter, a form er Supervisor in the WFO. now retir fidj that he b6 
would on occasions assist] ^ in a special b, 7 r 

telephone monitoring project. |~ [ said he basically could furnish no 
significant information as he does not recall ever logging any information 
received from- any wiretaps oni:hrs projerct. He believes that the project 
v/as instituted by the White House to determine if there was a leak by certain 
employees to individuals not authorized to receive security information. 

■In connection with the wiretaps. I I specificallv recalls wire-. b6 

taps were placed on the home.tele;^hone numbers of each of the following b7C 
individuals: .'■ ‘ • ••, 

7 * „ ■ Henry Brandon . . William Beecher • . : £ • 

' / Jv b Dr. Morton Halperin Ambassador William Sullivan • , • . 

■ “ • .’..‘ -.i ‘ - Colonel Robert Pursley . ■ Helmut Sonnenfeldt r.-' ’ 


to 'Cbnnection with Ms ■'duties-he -can 'oniy recali that Henry Brandon 
as well as Dr. Morton Halperin both had telephone conversation.q with_ 


me wnite House. The other individuals. Colonel Robert Pursley, was 
connected with the Pentagon; William Beecher, a reporter for the New York 
Times; Ambassador William Sullivan of the .State Department; and a White 
House employee Helmut Sonnenfeldt. He can recall no details regarding 
these individuals but only recalls that wiretaps were placed on their ph ones, 
to an attempt to pinpoint the exact dates of this special project! would 

only say he felt that it was aroimd 1969 and 1970. * i, L-^ • . 

= V.v'.7—•/"’jS^ate^.pursU^it’tpU.S-.-:C6urt ^ 

. • .• • • ■. 7 "r ■- ‘7^Dr-derb ■'-bbC''"'bv.’-p; 


)THER 


b ’-l 

i u 


*“* . Ma y , 7, 1 97a 

' i^seph E^. 


Washinsftom 




[ gms b6 

V hlC . 


.Dole dictated 


> t '44. I ^ nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI 

outside your agency. - . i . 


May 11.,, 


ood is ioan^d lo K-v. * 




m 
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■ _I a Special Employee of the Washington Field 

Office (WFO), advised that he believes he first became assigned to 
, ; ^ ■ the White House wiretap project in approximately October, 1970. He 
■ . - could not recall the specific date but does know that he was not in on • 

. - . ■ the project from the beginning. During this assignment he worked a 
. >.• sort of relief or swing shift, working v;ith other clerks of WFO. namely 

'. He did not receive any instructions from anyone other 

' man] | which involved only the fact that one copy 

.. ■ only of the log should be niade and that no initials were to be placed 

■ ■ on it. 'He personally typed all information which he thought pertinent 

•' ‘ to possible White House leaks on a log directly from the tape or 

• • r immediately after hearing a short conversation. He did not turn over 
/ the tapes of any of these wiretaps to anyone and believes they were 

.put in the stack to be erased and reused. , . • 

* ^' r. ‘ * * > ' . ' • ' - , . 

^ \ s-‘- 

' V . 4Sf • * ■' - - • S 

• He recalls that he did monitor conversations on the following 
. 'home phone numbers: • ■ J 


b6 

b7C 


Henry Brandon 
Dr. Morton Halperin 


IS” “ 


Tony Lake ; 

• - * ' c 

Daniel Davidson 


• Winston Lord 


'Colonel Robert Pursley 


Marvin Kalb 


■; William Beecher. 


Interviewed on^ 


ni Washington. D. 


hv ' Inspector J. E. ZieLand 

Special Agent sbhg 




Dot^ djcloled, May 8.1973 b( 

• . b' 


This'document contoins* neither recommencfottons ^r^otti«ions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI ond is looned to your agency; 
it-end its contents ore not to be distributed outsich»-wJJ*^gency. » . “ * , ’ ' v. , ^ • 


l^^^gency. 








James W. McLain 


OTHER 


.•vO-'.V-:;-;', Helmut Sormenieldt 

. ■ In connection .with.,the wiretaps ■which he monitored, the following 

is to the best of his recollection the information which he received on each . 
/ of these individuals: ‘ . ■ • •f- -/.i-E-: .0 


■ Henry Brandon: He could recall nothing specific about Brandon but 



O ' Dr.. Morton Halperin: He recalls no information concerning 
-. Pr. Halperin. . '. O'V.'v-v"- -0 -iV- V-0 vV. V -': 


his monitoring this phone that 
^ he recalls no information. 


He believes he heard somewhere durin g the course of 

Other than that 


•.;? -V' Davidson: He recalls no information about Daniel Davidson. 

- ^ W He recalls thatl 


-He recalls no other informati 

■ •: Colonel Robert Purslev 

on on Lord. ... . . ; .'.v - ■•v- 

: He recalls thatl 1 

r 


1 He could recall no other information 


‘ Marvin Kalb: He could recall no information received on Kalb's phone. 

'T-'v ' . William Beecher: He could recall no information received on 
.-Beecher's phone. J. • \ - R • •V-.'- 

• ■■■■ 'V . : . ' . 

_ 2 iTTI V » H 1 j I 11- 












Ku i 



. ■ ■ • Ambassador Richard F. Pedersen: He could reci^fy€) iniormation 
. ; received on Pedersen’s phone. ■ • • . .v'. 

' Ambassador William Sullivan: He could recall no information received 
on Sullivan’s phone. : • , . • 

> ; ■ ■ '■ .James W. McLain: He could recall no information received on •. 

; .McLain’s phone. -• • . J •. 


Helmut Sonnenfeldt. He could recall no information received on . 
■ Sonnenfeldt’s phone. ■ . ‘ 
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■ ’ Special Agent (SA), Newark Division, advised 

•that he entered on auty as an SA in October, 1970; however, prior to that 
time he was assigned as a monitoring clerk of telephone surveillances 

.. (wiretaps) in the Washington Field Office (WFO) during 1969 until the time 

■ • he entered on duty as an SA, He recalls that sometime in 1969, exact dates 

not recalled, he was instructed by Supervisor Ernest Belter, now retired, b6 
5 - • that the WFO was instituting a special wiretap project. He was told that the b7C 
two clerks who would be permanent ly assigne d to this p roject would be 
. I fc however, | [ would re lieve these ’ 

' -'gentlemen on the 4:00 PM to 12:00 midnight shift on occasions. I I 

' .• .stated he worked the 4:00 PM to 12:00 midnight shift exclusively. 

^ ■ . • ■ 

'• r ? He was instructed that the White House was extremely interested in 
determining if information was being furnished by certain members of the 
•White, House staff to unauthorized individuals. • He was instructed by Belter 
, that only one copy would be made of the logs. He would not initial the logs, - 
' and ail logs would be se aled in an envelop e each day and hand carried either 
..;b" to Belter or Supervisor ] | Al l tapes use d to record da.ta • 

‘ obtained from the wiretaps would be erased. _knew this procedure b/C 

■ .'was unusual as it was standard procedure to initial all logs and to make at 
b 7 least four or five copies and to always maintain at least one copy for future 

. reference. He knew that this project was a "need-to-know" basis project 
and at no time did he ever observe any Special Agent in Charge or Assistant 
•- b' Special Agent in Charge receiving copies of the logs or reviewing them. He 
• “ recewed the definite impression that the data being collected was being 

,&rni4hed by the FBI to General Haig; however, he could not explain his ' . 

V,. v-reasons for this impression, - ^ ‘ 

. -b'- ‘ ‘ ' ’■ ’ ' 

■■ .‘'yv;b' ' r, He recalls that wiretaps were placed on the following individuals: ■ 

.;y • Marvin Kalb , 

'l l ■ : Dr; Morton Halperin Ambassador Richard F, Pedersen 

V.' ■ t-• Tony Lake : . John Patrick Sears , ' 

. v-:'-' ^ I- - * Daniel Davidson ■ y; Richard Moose , ' b./. 

William Safire - Helmut Sonnenfeldt = ' b , V ' 

' 3 —r—CtoloneLR&bert Jg iinsley-^—i-i- ^^^ - “ 


Interviewed on f ""' May 8, 1973 n. Washington, D. C. 
I '■ 5 /' ' 

SA Joseph E. Ziel7^d •= , ^ 


■ ■ SA Joseph E. Ziel/^ d - , - -y-';'-. : ' ' b6 ' 

by ■ SA v gmS __Date dictated,_ jVfaV 1 L 1973 _-bbC 

— 3 ■ f 'b#" y: . 

This document Contains neither recomr^i^otions nor conclusions of the FBI. U is the property, of the FBI and'ts-''loaned to your agency; 
and its confents are not to be dislriouted outside your agency, y ; - . ; ; 


^.5"- 7s-'ars-j. o; 













. • ■. : ■ He furnished the following data which is to the best of his recollec- 
■; tion and which he overheard as a result of his work on the monitoring .. ■ 
surveillances. ■ ‘ ■ 4- .-/> ^ . 

■ ■ •. Henry Brandon; believes'Brandon was a reporter . 

* . " -either stationed in London or New York and . b6 

"•. • he had irregular hours as he would make telephone calls at all ’ b7C 
,: ..; ' ;■hours of the night and day. Brandon was writing a book on the 

Vietnam war and he was also ] . 

, ■ , • who was involved in the socialite world m Washington. D. C. . • 


• . 1 I He could not recall any details'of Brandon's dis- • . 

■ cussions with other individuals during the period of 1969 up . ■. ' v 

. ■•.■■:,until the time he left in October, 1970, but he knew the, wiretap.. other' 

bn Brandon was maintained longer than anyone else on the list. . ,. 



Rv ■■ ; William Safire: . He recalls that President Nixon contacted 
■■ , 4 . ; ' .' . ' ■ Safire either in late 1969 or early 1970 and 

'discussed a speech Safire had written for the President. . • 

The following individuals are recalled only by name, and he stated 
he could furnish no details of any conversations overheard involving these 
■ 1 “ people: . . W .' 1 -■ 

.7 Tony L’alce -Ambassador Richard'Pedersen 

'.Baniel Davidson , ■ John Sears ■ - -b • 

’.Colonel Robert Pursley Richard Moose 
- • I‘■ V,.Marvin Kalb '..Helmut Sonnenfeldt ’ 


■'To the best of his knowledge he does not recall overhearing any 
'•>. Conversation which he would consider himself as a breach of the national 
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' . - ■ SA Robert P. Finzel, Supervisor, Intelligence Division, advised 

• that during Spring or mid-1969, while assigned to Washington Field Office 
' ^FO); he was placed on special assignment in the monitoring room of WFO. 
The assign ment lasted for ab out 30-60 days. He thinks he v/as briefed by 
Supervisor! jand the assignment related to a suspected leak 

in the White House office of Dr. Hen ry Kissinger^s staff. Also working on b6 

this pr oject were SAs Robert Fewer, __ t)7C 

and Clerk (First Name UnknoA^_ , ....• 

-Finzel recalled monitoring the telephone surveillances on the 
. residences' of Henry Brandon, London Sunday Times; Morton Halperin, 

National Security Council (NSC); Daniel Davidson, NSC; Hedrick Smith, 

New York Times; Richard Moose, NSC; Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC; John 
Sears, White House employee; and possibly Tony Lake,' NSC. . 

j’ < ‘-.r • Finzeli did not recall any specific telephonic information of ' ' . • 

■ substance which he considered to be a leak: however, on one occasion an 





• Order ' 


Interviewed on_ 


SAs Francis M. MuileiVtlr ' and 




jgnilUfcilj l^av IS. 1973 


. ^ - Newell S. Irwin, Jr. :bhg«g4 "T' - j, 

This document contains neither recommendations nor ^nclusmns of the -(l is,the,property of the FBI ond is iooned to your ogency; 

It ond its contents ore not to be dist/ibuted outside your ogency. _ • ^ * * • . ’ ■*’ V' *' • * *■* 
















OTHER 


Jegled pursijant'td US-.;£ourt-‘ 



-• • Finzel advised he prepared a single log on each tel ePhQh^ 

■.surveillance which was picked up each morning by either SA|--— 

or SA Dudley Payne and delivered to William C. Sullivan. - 

■ • - On one-occasion Pinzel ^said.he participated m a physical 

• surveillance ofl-|with SA Ronald Carpenter. The Agents followed 

' Ifrom the White Hots e to his northern Virginia apartment just off 

-• the be ltway in Fairfax County. Nothing of significance transpired during 

■ the surveillance. In that instance a surveillance log was prepared by the • 

,i\Agents and allegedly turned over to SA Supervisor |_- ^^—| . 









tr cr 










W-27-70) , 




: ' \; ' ‘ „.,DECLASSlfICJlTIOM MITHOmiTT DIM1¥ID IlOM: 

;.’ ■■ ;FEI AUTOimTIC DICLASSIFICATIOT WIDE 

^ , 'date 09-19-2011 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION ' ' , ' ■ • ’ •».;>■ 


, ■ V 


I 


* 


' " * , . ‘ " * C - V^r"'". '-j; -1 - pulUTTf'^iiuiifeJ^^to ' 


. .. i ■ 


■‘ . ' ■/ ■:., • , ■ Mr. Robert G. Kuiikel, currently Special Agent in Charge (SAC) 

. \ of the St. Louis Office and formerly SAC of the Washington Field Office 

(WFO) from 7/28/70 to 10/27/72, was interviewed concerning any Imowledge 
. . he may have had regarding telephone surveillances of White House officials 
'■ " or members of the news media. Mr. Kuhkel had no Imowledge of any such 

surveillances while he was SAC at WFO. . • • . ; • 


■ . • ' Mr. Kunkel advised that when he was named as SAC of WFO, 

former Director Hoover told him to look into the telephone surveillance 
program from a personnel standpoint to insure that only competent, 

;• . stable individuals were assigned to these duties. Mr. Kunkel replaced 
Mr. Edward Tully as SAC at WFQ and, upon assuming his new duties, 

"; ■ -held a conference with Mr. Tully at which the main subject of discussion 
.was evaluation of personnel. The matter of telephone surveillance was not 
discussed. ... ■- ■. '• . ' 

' - " Regarding telephone surveillances, Mr, Kunkel stated that 

v .; while he was aware of telephone surveillance activity conducted at WFO, 

• he was very seldom aware of specific individuals involved. He was 

■ -' allowed to observe a list of individuals on whom telephone surveillance 

' ■; . was conducted and this list contained the names of pertinent V/hite House 
/ ■ ' - officials, members of the news media and State Department officials, etc. 

'• - *■' Mr. Kunkel advised that he had absolutely no information regarding 
. . telephone surveillance of these individuals. ' . . : - : .. . 

" ’• -■ Mr. Kunkel advised that he would occasionally approve letters 

•' to the telephone company authorizing them to furnish leased lines for 
• ■ telephone surveillance purposes. These would be signed by Mr. Hoover 
■;V* ' .and were hand carried to the telephone company. This would enable the • 

■’ ' telephone company to start billing and the letters did not identify any . • 

subjects of-telephone surveillance. ’ ' v 

• •' Mr.' Kunkel could recall no calls or conferences with Mr. Sullivan, 

V Mr. Brennan or Mr. Sizoo regarding the telephone surveillance matters at 


Interviewed on„ 


Washington. D. C 



Date dictoted_ 


^ • May 15, 1973 


. ' V'- ■ ■' ■ ' ' ' - '■ • '{61 ' 

hv • Special Agents Newell S. Irwin, Jr., 

" ^• Mullen, Jr.:bhg , -- • 

This do^mUnJ contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI, It is the property of the FBI ond is looned to your agency; 
.it and- its contents ore not to be distributed outside youi ogency. i . ' v , ' 








issue. He could recall only one conference at which Mr. Mardian was 
present and that conference involved only the Capitol Bombing case. 

■ . ' Regarding his lack of awareness of all telephone surveillance 
- activities, Mr. Kunkel advised that this was only one facet of WFO 
' • operations and he was concerned with the overall operation of the office 

■ with its many attendant problems. He advised that it was not unusual for 
an FBIHQ Division to deal directly with field supervisors in investigative 

• • matters without .the laiawledge of .the SAC. .Mr. Hunkel.attributed this 
. to the xmique, situation wherein WFO is located in Washington, D. C., as 
;■ is FBIHQ. .. ■' ■'.■■■V 

. ' Mr. Kunkel advised that SA | "^ or SA Ernest Belter 

■ would be the most knowledgeable individual- ...regarding telephone 

•'■/surveillance matters at WFO. v...- '. v;, 'I 
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-Former Assistant Director and former SAC,'*\^shington Field 
Office (WFO), Joseph Purvis, retired, advised that to the best of his 
recollectio n in the Summer or early Fall of 1969 while he was SAC at WFO, 
Supervisor l I advised him that a request had been received 

from Assistant Director Willia m C. ^ llivan to initiate a wiretap on Henry 
Brandon of the London Times. | [ advised Purvis that the White House 
was attempting to identify leaks from the White House and that the request 
for the wiretap was from the White House, Purvis stated he was never 
informed of the identity of the person in the White House who niade th e request 


or to whom in the FBI the request was made. Purvis advisedl 


recall no statutory authority for this kind.of coverage and toldl 


_ he could 

j he- .. b6 

would not allow it unless he had written aithority from the Bureau to do so, b7C 
Purvis instru cted! |to advise Sullivan of his objections and recommenda¬ 
tions and told_noTto initiate the project without official Bureau author¬ 

ity after his (Purvis*) o bjection s were made known to Sullivan. Purvis was 


subsequently .advised by 


that Sullivan said it was an official Bureau 


instru ction and that Purvis' objections had been made known to Sullivan, 
also told Purvis that there would be no official communication from 


the Bureau and that no official record of the wiretap was to be maintained. 


Purvis said he thought 




summarized results of the wiretap and 


hand carried same to Sullivan per Sullivan’s instructions. Purvis never 
asked for, nor did he see, any logs or summaries of this wiretap. 


b6 

b7( 


A short time latei_advised Purvis of another request for wire¬ 


tap coverage on a New York Times reporter, name unrecalled, for this 
.same project. Purvis said he acquiesced on the basis of Sullivan's previous 
oral instructions. Purvi s advised that he knew of no other installations and 
if there were any, 


had not called them to his attention. 


..b6 
■ b7C 


, ., .b ■ Purvis stated that he never discussed this project with Sullivan 
either before or after leaving WFO in May, 1970, at which time Purvis was 
• of the opinion the wiretaps were still in effect. Purvis believes he probably 
discussed this, operation with only one other person, his. ASAC, Ed Campbell. 


..Savannah FBI Office, 

-- Interviewed no Mav 11. 1973 n. Savaunah. Georgia_ 

■ ' r . -:p/ .'be ^'it.-' 

•! SA Joseph E. ZieP^ d .. 

-SA J~ [ :gjni 


„File # . 
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ASAC Edward L, Campbell, currently assigned to the FBI 


Academy at Quantico and formerly ASAC at Washington Field Office O^FO) 
from 4/13/69 to 1/29/73, was inteiwiewed concerning his knowledge of 
any telephone surveillance of White House officials, members of the news 


■ • media or State Department officials, etc., during his tenure at WFO. 


; ' ■ Mr. Campbell advised that he had no knowledge of any such • • 

• surveillance activity. He stated that he was generally responsible for 
criminal-applicant matters at WFO and did not handle any security-type 
; matters. Mr. CampbeU stated that it was common practice for ■ 

Mr. Sullivan, former Assistant to the Direct or, or other offic ials of the ^ ^ 
Intelligence Division, to deal direct with SA | "[ regarding 

security matters. If there were any investigative activity regarding lealLS 
, • at the White House, it was most likely handled in this manner. 





t,_ SAs Newell S. Irwin and _ ‘ •' 

7^\^rancis M. MuHen, Jr. :bhg • , . 

docOmdnt contains neither recommendotions nor conclusions of the FBI 
tt ond Its contents ore not to be distributed outside your agency. 


.Date dictoled 


, May'll, 1973 


!. it is .the property of the FBI ond is loaned to your ooency; 
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Date of tronscripMon. 


■ • Miss . former 1959 - 

-August, 1970), assigned prior to her resignation in mei^fice of former 
.Assistant to the Director Cartha D, DeLoach, furnished the following bg 
information to the best of her recollection: • ' . , bVC 


.Mis-s I_[waguely recalls having typed ’*a few** .letters to the 

Attorney General requesting approval for wiretap installation but could not 
. recall any details surrounding such assignments. She stated to the best of 
, her recollection, these requests were usually prepared by someone in the 
. Domestic Intelligence Division (DID) of the FBI. She could not recall the, 
.circumstances surrounding her having prepared *’a few” of these requests, 
. nor could she recall dates or persons involved, •" ' . ' , .. 



.-■ * She stated that although the name Michael Rozamus was vaguely 
: known to her, she could not specifically place this person other than to 
.say he was an FBI Supervisor, She does not recall ever having taken dic¬ 
tation from Rozamus, 
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interviewed at his home, 4936 30th Place, N. W., Washington, D. C., 
concerning his recollection of the events surrounding the placing of certain 
electronic surveillance installations on newsmen and staff assistants on the 
National Security Council or otherwise highly placed in the Executive Branch 
of the Government during the period 1969 -1971, 

. • Mr,. Tolson advised that he is unable to recall exactly how this began 
during the early part of 1969, but believes it was instituted upon the request 
of someone at the White House, possibly Br. Kissinger and/or Colonel Haig 
either directly to Mr. Hoover or relayed through then Assistant Director W. C. 
Sullivan. He stated he is unable now, to recall any of the names of the individuals 
upon whom the installations were placed from time to time during this approximately 
two-year period. He said he is absolutely confident that-Mr. Hoover demanded 
written authorization from Attorney General John Mitchell on each and every 
such installation inasmuch as over the years Mr. Hoover adamantly insisted up©n 
‘such authorizations and -he recalls Mr. Hoover mentioned in these instances that 
he was obtaining such authorization. Mr. Tolson further advised that to his 
recollection he never saw any of the formal correspondence dealing with these 
installatiois inasmuch as Mr, Hoover dealt directly with Sullivan on these matters 
and would have d ictated any cor respondence or necessary documentation to either 


or 


in his office. He added that Edna Holmes, also 


formerly in the Director's office, would probably have performed some services 
for Director Hoover in connectim with these matters. ■ ■; ' 

He pointed out that in the late Summer and early Fall of 1971 he was quite 
ill and was completely absent from tlie Bureau for a period of time' and then • 
•came in only for a few hours a day for a longer period of time during this 
general period of September - October, 1971, While he recalls Mr. Hosier 
telling him of the abstraction of FBI records pertaining to these electronic 
surveillances, he was not personally involved in the inquiries conducted by 
Mr. Felt which resulted in determination that Sullivan had taken all FBI 
records relating to this particular series of wiretaps and had them delivered 
to former Assistant Atterney General Robert Mardian by Charles D, Brennan. 

He also recalls Mr. Hoover telling him that he, Hoover, was informed by 
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Attorney General John Mitchell that all of these FBI records had been destroyed 
by Mardian. He has no knowledge as to whether this conversation was by 
telephone or personal meeting nor when it took place. Mr, Tolson said also 
he has no recollection whatever of confirming letters sent by Hoover to Attorney 
General Mitchell and to Mr. Haldeman at the White House reciting the con¬ 
versation wherein Mitchell told Mr. Hoover that the FBI records had all been • 
destroyed, Mr. Tolson added that he does not know of his knowledge or 
recollectim that such letters were in fact sent, and if they were, he would have 
no idea where the official FBI file copies of them might now be located other than 
in Mr. Felt*s office (Mr. Tolson’s former office), Mr. Tolson added that he is 
sorry he cannot shed further light upon this matter but in view of his physical 
condition at the time these events'©ccurred, he simply was not privy to the 
day-to-day activities culminating in Sullivan^s departure from the Bureau. He 
pointed out that, of course, this was'only one of the instances of Sullivan's 
■open acts of insubordination to Director Hoover and his treachery and gross 
dereliction of duty discovered in the last few months of Sullivan's presence in the. 
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From 4:50 p.m, to 5:35 p, m, on 5/11/73 a review was made 
of records concerning electronic surveillances in the office of the Attorney 
General, U. S. Department of Justice. These records are maintained in 
a four-drawer safe-type filing cabinet and occupy two full drawers. This 
search was conducted in an effort to locate certain documents which were 
missing from the fifes of the FBI. ; • . , 

Mr, Ruckelshaus reviewed a loose leaf binder containing FBI 
quarterly reports regarding electronic surveillanc es in oper ation during ^ 5 


the period January, 1969, through July, 1971, Mr, 
remainder of the contents of the,cabinet, 

. Nothing of pertinence was noted. 
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^RtAl W. M. FELT ,0^^ X Mr, Walters_ I 

S ’ \ i Q C i. Tele. Room- 

; f j ^' ■'"1_ li-!_! -y Mr. Baisc- 

.si'i)j{3i-SENSITI\’'E COVERAGE FOR THE TOITE HOUSE llSd/ 'fr Mr. Bowers_ I 

'f . \ DECLAysTi^F.ir:RY 7?/f^'^ ' Mr. Heringlon- 

I 1 ^ 

I i In connection with the sensitive ^wiretaps which wer^ - ' 

I conducted for the V/hite House in 1969-71, Mr. Ruckelshaus has ‘ | 

requested a separate analysis as follows: j 

■-I Anticipating the probable need to answer pertinent questions f| 

g before a Congressional committee, he wants to know the answers to these ■■ 

questions: ’ 

- •1 r - . y ' 

(1) Who requested each wiretap. Original impounded by 

(2) Who authorized each wiretap. 'in 63-16062-”i3 ! 

•-■-J (3) The length of time each wiretap was continued. | 

, These items should not be considered as restrictive and you 

.. ^ shohld attempt to anticipate other questions which might be raised by a j 

4 Conjgressional committee and to furnish the answer which we would be 
required to make at that time. 

1 Mr. Ruckelshaus also desires that we make an analysis of 

' ^ the formation obtained in each wiretap in an attempt to determine 

^ I whether or not any significant information v/as obtained. It is realized . 

"' ^1 that:because we were only providing a service for the White House and • ■ • 

3 did not necessarily have background information we may not be able to . | 

I} make such an evaluation in many if not all of these cases. 

1 Where we do not have the answers to the questions and where Lj 

we are not able to evaluate the productivity of the wiretap, set forth the ; . 

reasons why we are unable to provide the answers. Obviously, if we do 
not possess the information we do not have the answer and, similarly, 
where we are not in possession of all the facts known to the White House, 

^ we may not be able to make a complete evaluation. ^ y 3^/, 

. - t \ ^ 
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